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  研究者指出，教師對於自我教學效能的評估會影響他們的教學行為、教學活
動及學生的學習成就。然而，影響教師自我教學效能評估之因果關係的實證研究
仍相當缺乏，因此本研究旨在探究兩大因果關係：一為影響大專英語教師自我效
能評估的預測因子和教師自我效能評估之間的關係；二為大專英語教師自我效能
評估與在課堂上使用動機教學策略之間的關係。  
  本研究在研究方法上採用量化問卷調查法，內容主要包含了三份問卷，分別
為受試者的背景資料及預測因子調查、教師自我教學效能評估量表及教師動機策
略使用量表，研究對象為 112 位大專院校英語教師。問卷的量化分析方法包括描
述統計和多元回歸分析，以證實預測因子、教師自我效能評估和教師動機策略使
用之間的因果關係。 
  研究結果顯示，教師在教學策略方面擁有較高的自我效能，在教學行為上則
較常使用策略於引發學生初始學習動機，以及維持和確保學生學習動機。此外，
研究也發現預測因子可預測教師的自我效能評估，而教師自我效能評估也可成功
預測教師動機策略之使用。 
  總結而言，此研究希望能了解預測因子和教師自我效能評估之間的因果關
係，以及教師自我效能評估和教師動機策略使用之間的因果關係。藉此，希望能
幫助英語教師提升自我效能及增進動機教學策略之運用。 
 
 
關鍵字：預測因子、教師自我效能、動機策略、教學行為 
  iABSTRACT 
  Researchers have suggested that teachers’ perception of their self-efficacy would 
likely affect their teaching behaviors, pedagogical actions, and students’ learning 
achievement (Ross, 1992; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998; Chacón, 2005; Eslami 
&Fatahi, 2008). However, studies which have empirically documented cause and 
effect of teachers’ perceived self-efficacy are scarce. Therefore, the aim of this study 
attempts to explore the causal relationship between antecedents and college English 
teachers’ perceived self-efficacy and between college English teachers’ perceived 
self-efficacy and their use of motivational strategies in language classrooms. 
  This research employed a quantitative method—a questionnaire survey. The 
survey comprised of three sets of questionnaires including demographic information 
and antecedents of teachers’ self-efficacy, teachers’ self-efficacy scale, and teachers’ 
motivational strategy measure. A total of 112 teachers teaching English in college or 
university around Taiwan were involved in this study. The quantitative analysis of the 
questionnaires was conducted through descriptive statistics and multiple regression 
analysis in order to indicate the direction and the causal relationship between 
antecedents and teachers’ self-efficacy and between teachers’ self-efficacy and 
teachers’ use of motivational strategies.   
  The findings revealed that teachers perceived themselves to have higher efficacy 
for instructional strategies and to use strategies to generate students’ initial motivation 
and to maintain and protect students’ motivation more frequently. Moreover, 
antecedents were found to significantly predict teachers’ self-efficacy, and teachers’ 
perceived self-efficacy successfully made a prediction of teachers’ motivational 
teaching behaviors.   
   To conclude, this study may be of importance in understanding the causal 
relationship between antecedents and teachers’ self-efficacy and between antecedents 
  iiand teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors. It is hoped that with these 
understandings in mind, teachers can take action to enhance their self-efficacy and 
improve their use of motivational strategies.     
 
Keywords: antecedents, teachers’ self-efficacy, motivational strategies, teaching 
behaviors 
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  xiiCHAPTER  ONE  INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Background and Motivation 
Along with an increasing number of colleges and universities in Taiwan, the 
Ministry of Education (MOE) in Taiwan has called for an offering of higher education 
with more emphasis on quality rather than quantity. Among a series of higher 
education reform movements, teachers’ self-evaluation of their teaching competence 
has been one of the most important indicators for the enhancement of teachers’ 
professional development and student learning achievement (University Act, chapter 
4).  
Teachers’ perceived self-efficacy, i.e. a teacher’s judgment of his or her own 
ability to perform certain teaching tasks, has been demonstrated to have a significant 
impact on teaching behavior, pedagogical actions, and students’ learning achievement 
(Ashton& Webb, 1986; Ross, 1992; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998; Chacón, 2005; 
Eslami &Fatahi, 2008). A number of studies (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998; 2001; 
2007) have indicated that teachers’ sense of self-efficacy as a motivational construct 
would affect the amount of effort teachers devote to preparation and delivery of 
instruction, the goals they set, their willingness to apply new methods to help students 
learn, and their persistence and resilience when encountering obstacles. Also, the 
higher self-efficacy the teacher perceives, the greater the enthusiasm and commitment 
a teacher has and the longer the teacher stays in the teaching profession. Considering 
the significance of self-efficacy indicated above, it is important and worthy to devote 
efforts to the understanding of teachers’ perceived self-efficacy in the field of 
education.  
Over the past few decades, empirical studies of teachers’ self-efficacy have been 
primarily concerned with the definition of self-efficacy theory, the development of 
  1self-efficacy measurements, the exploration of the potent antecedents and contextual 
factors of teachers’ self-efficacy, and the subsequences of teachers’ self-efficacy. As 
for the self-efficacy measurements, since the construct of self-efficacy is claimed to 
be subject-matter specific, some researchers have adopted or modified the 
measurement of self-efficacy to explore teachers’ sense of efficacy in a variety of 
academic disciplines such as science teaching and special education 
(Tschannen-Moran and Hoy, 2001). To date, however, little research has been done to 
examine teachers’ perceived self-efficacy in language teaching not to mention in 
teaching English as a foreign language (TEFL) context (Eslami and Fatahi, 2008) like 
the situation in Taiwan.   
Moreover, with regard to the research on the effect of antecedents and 
subsequences of teachers’ self-efficacy, a fairly large body of literature focuses on the 
examination of teachers’ self-efficacy among pre-service teachers and experienced 
teachers in elementary school and middle school. It should be noted, however, there 
has been relatively little research conducted on understanding teachers’ perceived 
self-efficacy at the college or university level. Since the educational system and the 
requirements of teachers in middle schools and colleges vary to a certain extent, the 
results derived from the research on middle school teachers are not appropriate to be 
generalized to college or university teaching contexts. Thus, there is an urgent need to 
conduct a study to explore college and university teachers’ perceptions toward their 
ability to teach EFL classes.   
Last but not least, although substantial studies have indicated that there is a 
correlation between the antecedents and teachers’ perceived self-efficacy and between 
teachers’ self-efficacy and the subsequences such as teachers’ teaching behaviors, few 
empirical studies have been conducted to explore if there exists a causal relationship 
between antecedents and teachers’ perceived self-efficacy, and between perceived 
  2self-efficacy and teachers’ teaching practices and if there is, how strong the 
predictability each particular variable displays. Considering the scarcity of studies 
previously mentioned the present study was motivated.   
 
1.2 Purpose of the Study and Research Questions 
In light of these concerns indicated above, the present study has three purposes: (a) 
to present college and university teachers’ perceived self-efficacy and their 
motivational teaching behaviors in English as a foreign language (EFL) classes in 
Taiwan; (b) to examine the effect of the antecedents on teachers’ perceived 
self-efficacy; and (c) to better understand the relationship between teachers’ perceived 
self-efficacy and their teaching behaviors.   
Specific research questions addressed in this study are as follows: 
1.  What are college EFL teachers’ perceived level of self-efficacy and their 
motivational teaching behaviors in EFL classes in Taiwan? 
2.  What are the effects of antecedents on teachers’ perceived self-efficacy? 
3.  What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived self-efficacy and their 
teaching behaviors? 
 
1.3 Significance of the Study 
This study has both theoretical and pedagogical significances: 
Theoretically, this research makes the first step to systematically explore the 
construct of teachers’ perceived self-efficacy, including its antecedents and 
subsequences, i.e. teachers’ teaching behaviors. The better understanding of all of 
these elements may have a contribution to further construct a model of teachers’ 
self-efficacy in this field. The model which will be developed in this study might pose 
fruitful and important empirical evidence in terms of the cause and effect of teachers’ 
  3perceptions of their self-efficacy beliefs.   
Pedagogically, with the understanding of the cause and effect of teachers’ 
perceived self-efficacy, it is hoped that this study could provide administrators, 
educators, and principals with an opportunity to know more about how to enhance 
college and university EFL teachers’ self-efficacy and offer more insightful plans and 
practices in terms of teachers’ professional development.   
 
1.4 Organization of the Thesis 
This chapter has provided a brief introduction of the theoretical background, 
purposes, research questions, and the significance of the study. Chapter 2 presents a 
review of literature on teachers’ self-efficacy and proposes a hypothesized causal 
model of teachers’ self-efficacy. Chapter 3 describes the methodology employed in the 
study, including the research design, participants, instruments, and procedures for data 
collection and data analysis. Chapter 4 reports the results of the analyses and chapter 
5 provides a discussion of the main findings. Finally, Chapter 6 summarizes the study 
and provides implications, limitations of the study, as well as suggestions for future 
research.  
  4CHAPTER  TWO  LITERATURE  REVIEW 
In this chapter, previous research concerning issues and studies related to 
teachers’ self-efficacy and motivational teaching behaviors will be reviewed. The 
issues explored are: theory and measurements of teachers’ self-efficacy, and related 
empirical studies of teachers’ self-efficacy, including antecedents and consequences of 
teachers’ self-efficacy.   
 
2.1 Theory and Measurements of Teachers’ Self-Efficacy 
The construct of teachers’ self-efficacy was initially conceived and defined in the 
mid-1970s mainly based on two conceptual strands of theory and research, namely 
Rotter’s social learning theory and Bandura’s social cognitive theory. Based on these 
two separate but intertwined theoretical frameworks, a bulk of related studies were 
conducted to further define the construct of teacher efficacy and develop various 
measurements for assessing teachers’ efficacy. Unfortunately, the terms used by 
different researchers to present the idea of teacher efficacy were not consistent. Some 
researchers used teacher efficacy and teacher self-efficacy interchangeably; however, 
some argued that these two terms were different constructs and should be 
well-distinguished. A history of past research related to teachers’ self-efficacy 
consisting of its theory, definition, and measurements is examined and presented in a 
chronological order as follows. 
 
2.1.1 A First Conceptual Strand: Rotter’s Social Learning Theory 
2.1.1.1 Teacher Efficacy Theory 
The construct of teacher efficacy was first conceived and examined by RAND 
researchers in 1976 in their study of teacher characteristics and student learning 
(Armor, et al., 1976). Their research was motivated by Rotter’s (1966) article entitled 
  5“Generalized Expectancies for Internal Versus External Control of Reinforcement” 
and was claimed to adopt Rotter’s (1966) social learning theory as its theoretical 
foundation. In the study, the Rand researchers determined teacher efficacy as “the 
extent to which teachers believed that they could control the reinforcement of the 
actions, that is, whether control of reinforcement lay within them or in the 
environment” (Tschannen-Moran et al., 2001, p.784). In other words, teachers with a 
belief of external control consider that environment rather than a teacher’s ability 
could successfully affect students’ learning and performance. The reinforcement of 
teaching activities is beyond the control of the individual teacher. On the contrary, 
teachers with a belief of internal control reveal great confidence in teaching and value 
their own ability rather than the force of environment to have an impact on students’ 
learning even those students with learning difficulty and low motivation 
(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). The reinforcement of teaching efforts is in the hands 
of the teacher. 
 
2.1.1.2 Teacher Efficacy Measurement 
  In the Rand researchers’ study, teacher efficacy was measured through a simple 
measurement consisting of only two items. On the questionnaire survey sheets, the 
participants were asked to rate their level of agreement toward the two items as 
follows:  
  Rand item 1. “When it comes right down to it, a teacher really can’t do much 
because most of a student’s motivation and performance depends on his or her home 
environment.”  
  Rand item 2. “If I really try hard, I can get through to even the most difficult or 
unmotivated students.” 
The sum score of the two items represents the notion of teacher efficacy, which 
  6reveal the orientation of factors teachers believe would exert an influence on the 
outcome of students’ learning including a student’s learning motivation and school 
performance. Obviously, teachers who strongly agree with the statement in Rand item 
1 are those who consider the power of the external environmental factors such as the 
domestic violence and abuse, the social and economic realities and the psychological, 
emotional needs of a particular student overrides teachers’ own capacity in affecting 
students’ motivation and performance. On the contrary, teachers who indicate a high 
level of agreement with the Rand item 2 are those they believe they are equipped with 
adequate competence and experience to deal with all the obstacles and difficulties 
students may encounter on their way of learning. These teachers are claimed to 
successfully motivate students and produce good outcome of students’ learning in 
their past teaching (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).   
Although the success of the Rand studies sheds light on the notion of teacher 
efficacy, the 2-item scale measurement was criticized by researchers for its lack of 
reliability. Therefore, several researchers have further expanded and modified the 
RAND measures based on Rotter’s conceptualization in an attempt to more reliably 
capture the construct of teacher efficacy. The examples of those refined instruments 
are as follows: Teacher Locus of Control (TLC) proposed by Rose and Medway 
(1981), Responsibility for Student Achievement (RSA) proposed by Guskey (1981), 
and the Webb Efficacy Scale developed by Ashton et al. (1982).   
 
2.1.2 A Second Conceptual Strand: Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory 
2.1.2.1 Self-Efficacy Beliefs and Outcome Expectancies 
The second conceptual strand of teacher efficacy theory was grounded in 
Bandura’s social cognitive theory. Bandura (1977) conceptualized teacher efficacy as 
a type of self-efficacy, which was first delineated in his 1977 article entitled 
  7“Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change”. According to 
Bandura (1997), efficacy belief is “a major basis of action” (p.3) and perceived 
self-efficacy is defined as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the 
courses of action required to produce given attainments” (p.3). It is claimed that 
self-efficacy beliefs would exert influence on one’s motivation, thought patterns, and 
affective aspects by which people decide how much effort they would devote to the 
pursuit of goals, how long they will persevere in the face of adversity, and how much 
accomplishments they could realize (Bandura, 1986, 1993, 1997). Perceived 
self-efficacy is considered “a strong predictor of behavior” (Tschannen-Moran et al., 
1998, p.211).   
In addition to efficacy expectation mentioned above, the other kind of 
expectation, outcome expectancy, is also indicated in Bandura’s social cognitive 
theory. Unlike efficacy expectation focusing on individual’s beliefs about the extent of 
capacity he or she has for conducting and accomplishing a specific task at a desired 
level, outcome expectancy shifts the focus to individual’s belief about “the likely 
consequences of performing that task at the expected level of competence” (Bandura, 
1986, as cited in Tschannen-Moran et al., 2001, p.787). 
It is argued and further clarified by Bandura (1997) that these two types of 
expectation are distinct constructs in terms of the chronology of appearance and the 
focus of each type of expectation. Efficacy expectation is usually presented preceding 
outcome expectancy and in some ways has an effect on the formation of outcome 
expectancy. Moreover, efficacy expectation centers on teachers’ beliefs about 
“whether behaviors can be performed” (Dellinger et al., 2008, p.753), whereas 
outcome expectation emphasizes on beliefs about “whether certain behaviors lead to 
certain outcomes” (Dellinger et al., 2008, p.753). Due to these concerns, Bandura 
(1986) has claimed that outcome expectancy has little to do with the predictive power 
  8of efficacy measures. Since the purpose of the present study attempts to understand 
the relationship between college EFL teachers’ perceived self-efficacy and their actual 
teaching behaviors, the research focus is limited to the exploration of self-efficacy 
beliefs rather than outcome expectancies.   
 
PERSON  BEHAVIOR  OUTCOME 
EXPECTANCIES 
OUTCOME 
BELIEFS 
EFFICACY 
 
Figure 1. The conditional relationships between efficacy beliefs and outcome 
expectancies. (Adopted from Bandura, 1997, p.22) 
 
2.1.3 Rotter’s Teacher Efficacy & Bandura’s Self-Efficacy 
  As stated earlier, the notion of teacher efficacy was first systematically conceived 
mainly based on two conceptual strands of theory, i.e. Rotter’s social learning theory 
and Bandura’s social cognitive theory. In subsequent years, researchers have pointed 
out that the nature of “teacher efficacy” proposed by Rotter differs from Bandura’s 
“self-efficacy.” However, the use of these two terms in numerous studies in the 
literature was confusing and misleading, the clarification and specification of these 
two terms is given as follows in order to present the study in a more comprehensible 
way.  
  Bandura (1997) has demonstrated that his perceived self-efficacy theory is not 
the same as Rotter’s (1966) internal-external teacher efficacy theory in terms of the 
definition of the construct. To be more specific, perceived self-efficacy is concerned 
  9with teachers’ beliefs in their abilities to carry out certain tasks, whereas teacher 
efficacy is basically focused on “teachers’ beliefs in their abilities to affect student 
performance” (Dellinger et al., 2008, p.753). In other words, unlike self-efficacy 
dealing with the issue of teachers’ individual efficacy, teacher efficacy is basically 
interested in “causal beliefs about the relationship between actions and outcomes” 
(Tschannen-Moran, 1998, p.211). An example in the following clearly identified the 
difference between these two notions. It is said that a teacher who believes that the 
control of outcomes of students’ performance lays within his hands, i.e. internally 
controlled, may still have little confidence in his ability to perform certain actions in a 
given situation (Tschannen-Moran, 1998). According to this, perceived self-efficacy is 
also claimed to have stronger predictive power of behaviors in comparison with 
Rotter’s teacher efficacy. (Tschannen-Moran, 1998) 
  Furthermore, Dellinger et al. (2008) even indicated that the term teacher 
self-efficacy used in a number of studies was actually a reflection of the definition and 
measurements of Rotter’s teacher efficacy rather than Bandura’s self-efficacy 
construct. In attempts to clear up the long-standing confusion caused by careless use 
of these two terms, Figure 2 illustrated in Dellinger et al. (2008) points out the 
difference between teacher self-efficacy and teacher efficacy. It is argued that teacher 
efficacy confines the crucial role of teachers’ beliefs to only the ability to successfully 
affect students’ performance, an outcome derived from teaching behaviors and student 
behaviors. However, teacher self-efficacy is a judgment about teachers’ ability to 
accomplish the variety of tasks required in teaching contexts as presented in Figure 2. 
Since the notion of Bandura’s self-efficacy corresponds with the present research 
focus, the efficacy construct and measure developed in this study is named under the 
term, teacher self-efficacy measure, in attempts to avoid confusion.   
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Figure 2. Differences between Teacher Self-Efficacy Beliefs and Teacher Efficacy 
(Adopted from Dellinger et al., 2008, p.753) 
Note: SE stands for “self-efficacy.” OE stands for “outcome expectancy.” 
 
2.1.4 Gibson and Dembo’s Teacher Efficacy Scale (TES) 
By adapting the formulations of Rand research and the conceptualizations of 
Bandura’s social learning theory, Gibson and Dembo (1984) developed a 30-item 
teacher efficacy scale (TES), which has been the most frequently used instrument of 
teacher efficacy to date among the measures of teacher efficacy. As indicated in the 
factor analysis of items, TES is known for its two-factor subscale, namely personal 
teaching efficacy (PTE) and general teaching efficacy (GTE). This two-factor 
structure is considered a reflection of two types of expectancies proposed in 
Bandura’s social cognitive theory. Personal teaching efficacy scale represents teacher 
  11self-efficacy and general teaching efficacy scale refers to outcome expectancy. 
Teachers with a high score on both general teaching efficacy and personal teaching 
efficacy are claimed to be more active in interacting with students and be more 
willing to devote efforts to teaching and persist longer in the face of obstacles. On the 
contrary, teachers with low general teaching efficacy and personal teaching efficacy 
are more likely to give up if they cannot reach the goal. The sample items of the TES 
are displayed as follows: 
1.  When a student gets a better grade than he usually gets, it is usually 
because I found better ways of teaching 
2.  The hours in my class have little influence on students compared to the 
influence of their home environment. 
  As stated previously, the TES has been the most documented teacher efficacy 
instrument in literature to date; however, there remains considerable problems and 
debates about its conceptual and psychometric aspects. For instance, the controversy 
over the theoretical issue argued that the definition of the two factors and the 
description of teaching tasks were not specified explicitly (Tschannen-Moran et al, 
2001; Dellinger et al., 2008), which may invalidate results of the findings based on 
this measure. As for the issue addressed in statistical aspect, researchers have found 
the inconsistencies in the results of factor analysis. During the item analysis, several 
items were shown to load on both GTE and PTE factors. In other words, it seems that 
there is an overlap between GTE and PTE and the content validity of these two 
factors remains questionable. . 
Considering those shortcomings identified in the TES, a more valid and reliable 
measure of teacher self-efficacy is called for by researchers in this field. In the past 
decade, some researchers have adapted the TES in their studies, and others developed 
new measures of teacher self-efficacy such as Bandura’s teacher self-efficacy scale, 
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System—Self Form (TEBS-Self), all of which are introduced in the following sections. 
Among them, OSTES and TEBS-Self are adapted as the instrument of teacher 
self-efficacy employed in this study. 
 
2.1.5 Bandura’s Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale 
  In the phenomenon of desperately seeking for an instrument to best measure 
teacher efficacy, Bandura proposed an unpublished teacher self-efficacy scale, which 
has been noticed among researchers. This teacher self-efficacy scale was built up on 
Bandura’s (1997) claim that teachers’ sense of self-efficacy is task and subject-matter 
specific. In other words, teachers do not feel equally efficacious under different 
teaching tasks and subjects teachers are asked to perform. By taking the specificity 
nature of teacher self-efficacy into consideration, a 30-item instrument derived from 
seven subscales is created. The seven subscales constructed, namely efficacy to 
influence decision making, efficacy to influence school resources, instructional 
efficacy, disciplinary efficacy, efficacy to enlist parental involvement, efficacy to 
enlist community involvement, and efficacy to create a positive school climate, are in 
attempts to provide teachers with an opportunity to capture the strength of their 
efficacy beliefs across multifaceted teaching-related dimensions.   
The sample items of Bandura’s teacher self-efficacy scale can be referred as 
follows: 
How much can you influence the decisions that are made in your school? 
How much can you do to overcome the influence of adverse community 
conditions on student learning? 
How much can you do to get children to follow classroom rules? 
How much can you do to make students enjoy coming to school? 
  13How much can you do to get students to believe they can do well in schoolwork? 
  It seems that Bandura’s teacher self-efficacy scale has dealt with some of the 
long-lasting problems of efficacy measure such as a lack of specificity in 
measurement; however, it is still criticized by some teachers and educators in a 
seminar that the tasks described in the items are not representative enough concerning 
a teacher’s work life (Tschannen-Moran et al., 2001). After a closer examination of 
the several sample items in Bandura’s teacher self-efficacy scale, indeed there remains 
a problem of the appropriateness of task selection. For instance, the item, how much 
can you do to get local colleges and universities involved in working with your school, 
is considered beyond an individual teacher’s competence. The task is more related to 
what school administration can do rather than what a teacher can perform. Moreover, 
according to Tschannen-Moran et al. (2001), the information about the reliability and 
validity of this measure is still unknown yet. To sum up, even though there is still a 
room for the improvement of task selections, doubtlessly Bandura’s teacher 
self-efficacy has made a great contribution toward the level of specificity for the 
measurement by measuring the construct from multifaceted dimensions.   
 
2.1.6 Integrated Model of Teacher Efficacy   
  In the midst of the conceptual confusion of teacher efficacy, Tschannen-Moran et 
al. (1998) proposed a cyclic model (Figure 3) to figure out the construct of teacher 
efficacy by summarizing the conceptual strands of theory stated earlier in a more 
systematic way. At the same time, the model also plays a role in introducing the 
research framework for related research in teacher efficacy field. More specifically, 
teacher efficacy serves as a mediator in the framework, and many other related studies 
are conducted to investigate the relationship between antecedents of efficacy beliefs 
and teacher efficacy and the relationship between teacher efficacy and teachers’ actual 
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teaching behaviors in classroom (Ross, 1998). As indicated in this model, the 
elements displayed are closely related to each other and are interconnected, upon 
which a cyclic nature of teacher efficacy is formed. In this section, the discussion is 
focused on the formation of teacher efficacy and the remaining parts are elaborated in 
section 2.2.   
According to Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998), the formation of teacher efficacy 
beliefs is mainly built upon two dimensions, namely the teacher’s analysis of a 
particular teaching task considering the resources and constraints presented in a 
certain teaching context and the teacher’s assessment of personal teaching 
competence. As a result, a fine-grained instrument of teacher efficacy should be 
designed to include these two parts. In response to this two-faceted nature of teacher 
efficacy, Tschannen-Moran & Hoy (2001) argued that most of the teacher efficacy 
measures presented in the literature did not incorporate both dimensions into their 
instruments. For instance, “the first Rand item and other measures of general teaching 
efficacy tend to assess just the external constraints faced by teachers and not the 
resources, while the second Rand item and other measures of personal teaching 
efficacy assess teaching strengths but not personal challenges” (Tschannen-Moran & 
Hoy, 2001, p.795).   
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Figure 3. The Cyclical Nature of Teacher Efficacy (Adopted from 
Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998, p.228) 
 
2.1.7 The Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale (OSTES) 
  In response to the above model of the cyclical nature of teacher efficacy (in fact, 
it refers to teacher self-efficacy) suggested by Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998), a new 
measure of teacher self-efficacy with a long version (24 items) and a short version (12 
items), named the Ohio State teacher efficacy scale (OSTES) (Tschannen-Moran & 
Hoy, 2001), is constructed and has been more frequently applied to educational 
research (e.g., Shore, 2004; Chacón, 2005). Although the scale was named teacher 
efficacy scale, in fact this particular measure was developed to measure teacher 
self-efficacy beliefs instead of teacher efficacy.   
This measure adopts Bandura’s view of capturing teachers’ beliefs of their 
competence across a wide variety of teaching activities and tasks. Items constructed 
for the measure either were from Bandura’s teacher self-efficacy scale or items 
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Bandura’s scale. The new items included in the OSTES are a broad range of 
significant teaching tasks that are documented correlates of effective teaching and 
learning such as “assessment, adjusting the lesson to individual student needs, dealing 
with learning difficulties, repairing student misconceptions, and motivating student 
engagement and interest” (Tschannen-Moran, 2001, p.796). The construct of teacher 
self-efficacy was measured from three dimensions, i.e. efficacy for instructional 
strategies, efficacy for classroom management, and efficacy for student engagement. 
The sample items are as follows: 
1.  Efficacy for instructional strategies 
       To  what  extent  can  you  use a variety of assessment strategies? 
2.  Efficacy for classroom management 
        How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the classroom? 
3.  Efficacy for student engagement 
       How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in 
schoolwork? 
  The OSTES with proved reliability and validity has been claimed to take a great 
leap in the measure of teacher self-efficacy in terms of the assessment of multifaceted 
teaching dimensions and selections of representative teaching activities and tasks. As 
indicated in Tschannen-Moran & Hoy’s (2001) study, unlike the Rand items and 
Gibson and Dembo’s instrument that limit the focus of efficacy measure on “coping 
with student difficulties and disruptions as well as overcoming the impediments posed 
by an unsupportive environment” (p.801), the OSTES incorporates more essential 
tasks such as the application of instructional strategies and multiple teaching 
assessments, and the cultivation of students’ creativity and critical thinking. In 
addition, the three dimensions of efficacy subscales are considered complete enough 
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teachers (efficacy for instructional strategies), classroom management (efficacy for 
classroom management), and students (efficacy for student engagement). Taking the 
advantage of the OSTES, the present study adopts the long version of the OSTES to 
investigate college English teachers’ perceived self-efficacy in Taiwan.   
 
2.1.8 The Teachers’ Efficacy Beliefs System—Self (TEBS-Self) 
  In addition to the OSTES measuring teacher self-efficacy, recently another new 
American measure of teacher self-efficacy, the Teachers’ Efficacy Beliefs System—Self 
Form (TEBS-Self), was constructed with a purpose to assess teachers’ beliefs about 
their capacities to conduct important teaching tasks within teachers’ classroom context 
(Dellinger et al., 2008). Moreover, it was claimed that the measure was developed in 
attempts to overcome those shortcomings indicated in the past measurements (e.g. a 
lack of conceptualization of teacher self-efficacy, a lack of specificity and generality 
of teaching tasks, and negligence of the context in which beliefs are formed). As a 
result, the TEBS-Self laid its theoretical foundation on Bandura’s self-efficacy theory 
and related studies in effective teaching and learning (Davis, 2000; Ellett, 1999; Ellett 
et al., 2002). Teaching tasks were selected based on the PACES, an assessment of 
teaching and learning within the context of classroom, and the tasks were 
demonstrated to be able to lead students into a better learning (Dellinger et al., 2008). 
In total, the TEBS-Self consists of 30 items and is composed of four to five 
factors—accommodation of individual difference, classroom management, 
clarification and feedback from teachers, higher order thinking skills, and motivation 
of students— identified by means of confirmatory factor analysis across three studies. 
Sample items are displayed in the following.   
Right now in my present teaching situation, the strength of my personal beliefs in 
  18my capabilities to… 
♦  implement teaching methods at an appropriate pace to accommodate 
differences among my students (accommodation of individual difference) 
♦  effectively manage routines and procedures for learning tasks (classroom 
management) 
♦  clarify student misunderstandings or difficulties in learning (clarification 
from teachers) 
♦  actively involve students in critical analysis and/or problem solving (higher 
order thinking skills) 
♦  motivate students to perform to their fullest potential (motivation of 
students) 
Though the TEBS-Self has addressed several issues raised in the teacher 
self-efficacy studies, more studies need to be conducted to assure the validity and 
reliability of this measure. It should be noted that the factors generated from three 
studies, i.e. Oliver (2000), Bobbett, (2001), and Delliinger (2001), adopting the 
TEBS-Self mentioned in Dellinger et al. (2008) have not yet arrived at an agreement. 
Additionally, there is an imbalance between the amounts of items displayed under 
each factor. For example, in Dellinger’s (2001) study there are five items constructed 
under the category of accommodation of individual difference, whereas only three 
items were developed for the category of classroom management. A reasonable 
justification is required to explain this distribution.   
  Furthermore, by making a comparison between the TEBS-Self and the OSTES, it 
is considered that the OSTES seems to be a better teacher self-efficacy instrument due 
to the following two reasons. First, although an overlap was found between the 
teaching tasks selected by these two scales, the OSTES demonstrated a much more 
reliable result with regard to the factors generated from confirmatory factor analysis 
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under each subscale, with 8 items for each. Second, unlike the TEBS-Self appears as a 
new instrument in teacher self-efficacy research, the OSTES has been frequently 
adopted by many other researchers in the field of education and its reliability and 
validity have been proven. As a result, the OSTES is selected as the instrument of 
teacher self-efficacy employed in the present study.   
  Last but not least, while the TEBS-Self as a teacher self-efficacy measure still 
needs a further exploration, it is worthy to be noted that some of the essential teaching 
tasks selected by the TEBS-Self indeed reflect an effective teaching practice. 
Therefore, some of the teaching tasks have been successfully modified into items for 
the measure of teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors in the present study. 
Detailed information is provided in chapter 3.   
  Because there are too many measures of efficacy mentioned in this chapter, Table 
1 is displayed to summarize those measures.   
  20Table 1.    Summary of Measures of Efficacy 
Instrument  Key Concepts & 
Structure 
Example Items 
Rand measure 
(Armor et al., 
1976) 
Concepts: 
internal control & external 
control  
Structure:  
2 items on a 5-point 
Likert scale 
Rand item 1. “When it comes right 
down to it, a teacher really can’t do 
much because most of a student’s 
motivation and performance depends 
on his or her home environment.”   
Rand item 2. “If I really try hard, I 
can get through to even the most 
difficult or unmotivated students.” 
Teacher 
Efficacy Scale 
(TES) 
(Gibson & 
Dembo, 1984) 
Concepts: 
general teaching efficacy 
(GTE) & personal 
teaching efficacy (PTE) 
Structure:  
30items on a 6-point 
Likert scale 
When a student gets a better grade 
than he usually gets, it is usually 
because I found better ways of 
teaching. 
The hours in my class have little 
influence on students compared to the 
influence of their home environment. 
Bandura’s 
Teacher 
Self-Efficacy 
Scale 
Concepts: efficacy to 
influence decision 
making, school resources, 
instructional efficacy, 
disciplinary efficacy, 
efficacy to enlist parental 
involvement, community 
involvement, and efficacy 
to create a positive school 
climate 
Structure: 30 items on a 
9-point Likert scale 
How much can you influence the 
decisions that are made in your 
school? 
How much can you do to make 
students enjoy coming to school? 
How much can you do to get students 
to believe they can do well in 
schoolwork? 
The Ohio State 
Teacher 
Efficacy Scale 
(OSTES) 
(Tschannen- 
Moran & Hoy, 
2001) 
Concepts:  
efficacy for instructional 
strategies, efficacy for 
classroom management, 
and efficacy for student 
engagement 
Structure: a long form 
with 24 items or a short 
form with 12 items on a 
9-point Likert scale 
To what extent can you use a variety of 
assessment strategies? 
How much can you do to control 
disruptive behavior in the classroom? 
How much can you do to motivate 
students who show low interest in 
schoolwork? 
How much can you do to foster 
student creativity? 
The Teachers’ 
Efficacy 
Beliefs 
System—Self 
(TEBS-Self) 
(Dellinger et 
al., 2008) 
Concepts: 
accommodation of 
individual difference, 
classroom management, 
clarification and feedback 
from teachers, higher 
order thinking skills, and 
motivation of students 
Structure: 30 items on a 
Right now in my present teaching 
situation, the strength of my personal 
beliefs in my capabilities to… 
---effectively manage routines and 
procedures for learning tasks 
---implement teaching methods at an 
appropriate pace to accommodate 
differences among my students 
---clarify student misunderstandings 
  214-point Likert scale  or difficulties in learning 
 
2.2 Research in Antecedents and Consequences of Teacher Self-Efficacy Beliefs 
The research framework of teachers’ self-efficacy, as illustrated in 
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy’s (1998) cyclic model (Figure 3), has been formed centering 
on the issues of the effects of potent antecedents on the formation of teachers’ 
self-efficacy beliefs and the impact of teachers’ perception of their self-efficacy 
beliefs on the subsequent outcomes and performances. According to 
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy (2007), there is theoretical and practical importance to 
enrich the knowledge of the key sources and factors teachers consider when making 
self-efficacy judgments in the instruction since the better understanding of the 
antecedents provides teachers, educators, and principals with an opportunity to 
strengthen teachers’ perceived self-efficacy in a more efficient way. Moreover, 
understanding the relationship between teachers’ perceived self-efficacy and the 
reflected outcomes can help us sketch the outline of the teachers’ teaching behaviors 
in advance and involve an intervention if it is necessary in the right time. In the next 
section, a review of studies begins with the antecedents of self-efficacy beliefs, and 
then follows by studies with regard to the consequences of teachers’ self-efficacy. 
 
2.2.1 Antecedents of Teacher Self-Efficacy Beliefs 
Tschannen-Moran et al.’s (1998) model has indicated that teachers’ self-efficacy 
beliefs are influenced by their own “attributional analysis and interpretation of the 
four possible sources” (p.227) proposed by Bandura (1986; 1997), as well as some 
other potent new sources such as factors of school contexts, motivation and 
performance of students, supports from colleagues, and developments of teachers’ 
profession. The antecedents examined in the following are Bandura’s well-known 
  22four sources of teachers’ sense of self-efficacy, the contextual factors related to school, 
demographic variables, and EFL teachers’  language  proficiency.   
 
2.2.1.1 Bandura’s Four Sources of Teacher Self-Efficacy Beliefs 
  Along with the social cognitive theory, Bandura (1986, 1997) proposed four 
possible sources of teacher self-efficacy beliefs as identified in Figure 3, namely 
mastery experiences, verbal persuasion, vicarious experiences, and physiological and 
affective states, all of which have been widely documented in the literature.   
Mastery experiences referring to the extent of a teacher’s satisfaction with his or 
her past professional performance has been claimed to be the most powerful source of 
self-efficacy judgments for teachers (Bandura, 1997; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). 
It is claimed that teachers tend to have stronger self-efficacy beliefs if they consider 
their past performance a success. On the other hand, teachers displayed lower 
self-efficacy beliefs usually are those perceiving their past performance as a failure. 
The explanation is that the successful and failing experience respectively contributes 
to teachers’ expectations that their future performance will be either proficient or inept. 
In Tschannen-Moran and Hoy’s (2007) study, they have found that teachers’ 
interpretations of their past experiences were moderately associated with teachers’ 
perceived self-efficacy for both novice and experienced teachers. In addition, 
teachers’ reliance of mastery experiences on their teaching task analysis was raised 
along with the accumulation of their teaching experiences.   
Verbal persuasion, the second source reported by Bandura (1986, 1997), can be 
interpreted as “verbal interactions that a teacher receives about his or her performance 
and prospects for success from important others in the teaching context, such as 
administrators, colleagues, parents, and members of the community at large” 
(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007, p.945). Both the feedback provided from a formal 
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affect teachers’ self-efficacy and the subsequent performance to a certain extent. 
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy’s (2007) conducted a study to explore the effect of various 
forms of verbal persuasion, namely interpersonal support from administrators, 
colleagues, parents and the community on novice and experienced teachers’ 
self-efficacy. The results showed that in the regression analysis none of the verbal 
persuasion variables contributed to experienced teachers’ self-efficacy, whereas the 
support from colleagues and the community was linked to novice teachers’ 
self-efficacy. However, it is worthy to be noted that the power of verbal persuasion for 
teachers’ judgment of their capacities may differ in some ways due to “the credibility, 
trustworthiness, and expertise” (Bandura, 1986, as cited in Tschannen-Moral et al., 
1998, p.230) the persuader reveals during the interaction.   
As for vicarious experiences, they refer to the experiences of observing other 
teachers modeling a target activity. The effect of the modeled performances on 
observers’ self-efficacy beliefs is determined by “the degree to which the observer 
identified with the model” (Bandura, 1977, as cited in Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007, 
p.945). For example, there is a stronger impact on teachers’ efficacy beliefs if the 
model identified is closely related to the observer in terms of the gender, training, and 
the profession experiences. On the contrary, there is little impact on teachers’ 
self-efficacy beliefs if the model identified is considered considerably different from 
the observer in many ways. Lastly, physiological and affective states such as pleasure 
or depression teachers experience during their teaching is claimed to have an impact 
on teachers’ perception of their individual competence. A sense of happiness 
experienced from a successful teaching doubtlessly boosts teachers’ positive judgment 
of their capability, while a sense of anxiety and depression undermines teachers’ 
self-efficacy beliefs.   
  24  Considering the nature of the participants and the generalizability of the research, 
the current study examined two of these sources of teachers’ self-efficacy, i.e. mastery 
experiences and verbal persuasion. Vicarious experiences are excluded considering 
the less of the observing and modeling opportunity between college teachers. 
Moreover, the source of physiological and affective states is excluded in the present 
research due to the involvements of too many uncontrollable personal factors and 
contextual factors.   
 
2.2.1.2 Contextual Factors Related to School 
  In addition to the four sources proposed by Bandura (1986, 1997), it is essential 
to examine the effect of school-related contextual factors on teachers’ perceived 
self-efficacy since these factors “may be elements that teachers consider in their 
assessment of the difficulty of the teaching task in determining how successful they 
expect to be at that task” (Tschannen-Moran, 2007, p.945). Furthermore, this 
argument is also corresponding to Bandura’s (1997) claim that the nature of teacher 
self-efficacy is context-specific. Thus, numerous studies have investigated the effect 
of a number of various school-level variables on the development of teachers’ 
perception of their self-efficacy. Following, several school contextual factors 
associated with teachers’ self-efficacy presented in the literature are reviewed: school 
climate and structure, principal leadership, teacher participation in decision making, 
teaching resources, and peer coaching and teacher training.   
School climate and structure. The school climate has been demonstrated to be 
an important variable in determining teachers’ self-efficacy. Adopting Gibson and 
Dembo’s (1984) scale as the instrument of efficacy measure, Moore and Esselman 
(1992) revealed that teachers who displayed stronger self-efficacy beliefs were those 
perceiving school climate positive. Hoy and Woolfolk (1993) also found that teachers 
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academic achievement among staffs. In addition, several researchers have further 
identified elements of school climate that may enhance or decrease teachers’ 
perceived self-efficacy. For instance, sense of community in a school and 
collaboration with other teachers are considered important predictor of developments 
of teachers’ self-efficacy (Lee et al., 1991; Rosenholtz, 1989); whereas elements such 
as “excessive role demands, poor morale, lack of recognition, inadequate salaries, low 
status, and professional isolation” (Webb and Ashton, 1987 as cited in 
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007, p.946) are regarded as threats to teachers’ 
self-efficacy.  
Principal leadership. The leadership of the principal is claimed to have an 
impact on teachers’ judgment of their teaching abilities. The characteristics of school 
principals reported to be able to develop a greater sense of teachers’ self-efficacy 
beliefs are delineated as follows. First, those principals are considered capable of 
making a good use of their leadership to provide teachers with teaching resources, 
with enough flexibility to deal with classroom matters (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998), 
with encouragement to implement innovation in teaching, and with responses toward 
their concerns (Newmann et al., 1989). Second, principals who are capable of 
managing students’ disruptive behaviors were claimed to be more likely to reinforce 
teachers’ efficacy beliefs (Lee et al., 1991). Lastly, teachers perceived higher 
self-efficacy “when the principal of a school modeled appropriate behavior and 
provided rewards contingent on performance” (Hipp & Bredeson, 1995, as cited in 
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007, p.947).   
Teacher participation in decision making. Presenting opportunities and freedom 
for teachers’ participation in the discussion of teaching affairs has been demonstrated 
to increase teachers’ self-efficacy. As stated in Tschannen-Moran and Hoy’s (2007) 
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an increase in their perceived self-efficacy when they experienced great freedom to 
involve in and make decisions toward classroom issues. Moreover, Moore and 
Esselman (1992) found that teachers who were allowed to exert influence and control 
over decisions of school matters and teaching works tend to have higher self-efficacy.   
Teaching resources. Studies exploring the antecedents of teachers’ self-efficacy 
development have investigated the variable of the availability of teaching resources 
provided by the school; however, researchers have not reached a consensus yet toward 
the effect of teaching resources on teachers’ self-efficacy. According to Chester and 
Beaudin (1996), the availability of teaching resources didn’t make a significant 
independent contribution to explain the development of novice teachers’ self-efficacy. 
Nevertheless, in Tschannen-Moran and Hoy’s (2007) study, the availability of 
teaching resources was only significantly related to novice teachers’ self-efficacy 
rather than the experienced teachers’ judgment of their teaching abilities.   
Peer coaching and teacher training. In attempts to understand the effect of peer 
coaching on EFL pre-service teachers’ self-efficacy by using Bandura’s (1995) 
General Self-Efficacy Scale, Goker (2006) has found that pre-service teachers’ 
efficacy beliefs were enhanced during the peer coaching. This finding is similar to  
Hoy and Woolfolk’s (1990) and Sia’s (1992) research in which the experiential 
activities such as teaching practicum were shown to make a great contribution to 
pre-service teachers’ judgment of their capabilities. Moreover, other studies have also 
further demonstrated that there is a significant effect of teachers’ use of knowledge 
and skills gained in inservice training on their efficacy. Teachers reported an increase 
of their general teaching efficacy after the incorporation of new methods learned from 
training into their teaching (Ross, 1994; Ross, McKeiver, & Hogaboam-Gray, 1995). 
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  Demographic variables such as race, gender, age, education, and teaching 
experience have been examined in teachers’ self-efficacy studies although in some 
studies the relationship between demographic variables and teachers’ assessment of 
their teaching abilities is not obvious enough to prove their close association with 
teachers’ self-efficacy. Studies investigating the effect of variables including gender, 
education, and teaching experience on teachers’ self-efficacy development are 
presented as follows.   
Gender. Gender is one of the demographic variables frequently examined in the 
antecedents of teacher self-efficacy studies. However, the relationship between gender 
and teachers’ self-efficacy is not significantly salient all the time. In some studies, 
female teachers reflected a greater sense of teacher self-efficacy in comparison with 
males (Evans & Tribble, 1986; Anderson, Greene, & Lowen, 1988; Greenwood, 
Olejnick, & Parkay, 1990; Lee, Buck, & Midgley, 1992; Raudenbush et al., 1992). 
Nevertheless, Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2007) did not find any significant 
difference of teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs between male teachers and female teachers. 
As a result, until now the effect of gender on self-efficacy has not been approved yet. 
Education. Teachers’ highest educational attainment has been investigated as a 
potent variable to account for the variance of teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs. According 
to Hoover-Dempsey et al. (1987) and Hoy and Woolfolk (1993), teachers with a 
graduate degree tended to present stronger teacher efficacy than those who do not. 
This may be explained by “extended training contributes to the acquisition of new 
teaching skills and the strengthening of teachers' appreciation of the potency of new 
techniques” (Ross et al., 1996, p.5).  
Teaching experience.  A number of studies investigating the antecedents of 
efficacy beliefs have put their emphases on the effect of teaching experiences on 
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The concern is explained by Bandura’s (1977) assumption that teacher self-efficacy 
beliefs are considered most malleable early in teaching. In response to Bandura’s 
(1977) claim, other researchers (Guskey, 1984, 1988; Pajares, 1992; Ross, 1994; 
Woolfolk Hoy & Murphy, 2001) have found that efficacy beliefs reflected by 
experienced teachers tend to be stable and resistant to change once they have been set. 
In the study of Ghaith and Shaaban (1999), they have found that the more teaching 
experiences the teacher had, the more capable they believed in their ability to perform 
an effective teaching practice. In addition, Soodak and Podell (1997) conducted a 
research to investigate the influence of teaching experience on efficacy beliefs of 
elementary and secondary pre-service and practicing teachers in New York. The result 
indicated that elementary school teachers initially revealed a sense of higher personal 
teaching efficacy during their pre-service teaching years; however, the personal 
teaching efficacy was dropped dramatically in their first year of teaching.   
 
2.2.1.4 EFL Teachers’ Language Proficiency 
EFL Teachers’ language proficiency. In recent years, studies in English as a 
Foreign Language (EFL) teachers’ self-efficacy have started to examine the 
relationship between EFL teachers’ language proficiency and their perceived 
self-efficacy in language teaching. Many researchers have demonstrated the impact of 
EFL teachers’ perceived language proficiency on their profession self-esteem and 
confidence (Medgyes, 1994; Reves & Medgyes, 1994; Samimy & Brutt-Griffler, 1999; 
Brinton, 2004; Kamhi-Stein & Mahboob, 2005); however, little has been done to 
directly investigate the relationship between EFL teachers’ language proficiency and 
their perceived self-efficacy. Chacón (2005) conducted a research to explore the effect 
of teachers’ language proficiency on the perception of teachers’ self-efficacy among a 
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Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) was employed to measure teachers’ 
self-efficacy in this study. Positive correlations were indentified between Venezuelan 
EFL teachers’ self-perceived English proficiency consisting of the four skills and 
efficacy for engagement and efficacy for instructional strategies, while except for 
writing no correlations were indicated with efficacy for management (Chacón, 2005). 
In addition, based on Chacón’s (2005) study, Eslami and Fatahi (2008) also conducted 
a study to explore the effect of Iranian EFL teachers’ self-reported language 
proficiency on their perceived self-efficacy. The results showed that teachers who 
perceived themselves with higher speaking proficiency revealed a sense of higher 
self-efficacy for classroom management. Besides, teachers’ language proficiency in 
listening, speaking, and writing was significantly correlated with their self-efficacy 
for instructional strategies in EFL classroom.   
 
2.2.2 Consequences of Teacher Self-Efficacy Beliefs 
  In addition to the investigation of the antecedents of teachers’ self-efficacy, 
studies of the consequences of teacher self-efficacy beliefs construct another rich line 
for self-efficacy research as indicated in Figure 3. The cyclic model proposed by 
Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) reveals that the level of teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs 
affects the amount of efforts a teacher will invest in teaching and the persistence a 
teacher will sustain in the face of setbacks, which contributes to teachers’ teaching 
behavior and performance. To be more specific about the relationship between 
teachers’ self-efficacy and their teaching behaviors, Bandura (1977, 1986) explicitly 
stated that teachers’ teaching behavior is “acquired and regulated through a central 
cognitive mechanism—the person’s sense of self-efficacy” (Wertheim & Leyser, 2002, 
p.54) as presented in Figure 1. In the next section, a number of empirical studies 
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behaviors, including adoption of innovation, classroom management, and use of 
instructional strategies are summarized as follows.   
Adoption of innovation. Research in teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs has examined 
the impact of teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs on teachers’ attitudes toward the 
implementation of innovation in their teaching practice. Guskey’s (1988) study found 
that teachers with higher teachers’ self-efficacy appeared to have a more positive 
attitude toward the adoption of new methods into teaching and tended to consider the 
innovations as consistent with their current teaching practices in comparison to 
teachers with lower teachers’ self-efficacy. Besides, this finding corresponded with 
Ghaith and Yaghi’s (1997) study that teachers with higher personal teaching efficacy 
considered the innovation very important and less difficult, and were more likely to 
implement the instructional innovation in their teaching. Furthermore, researchers in 
previous studies (Berman et al., 1977; Stein and Wong, 1988) also demonstrated that 
teachers with stronger self-efficacy appeared to be more receptive to new ideas and 
more willing to conduct new teaching methods in attempts to accommodate students’ 
learning needs.   
Classroom management. Several studies have identified a close relationship 
between teachers’ perceived self-efficacy and classroom management. First, Gibson 
and Dembo (1984) stated that teachers with stronger self-efficacy on both GTE and 
PTE would like to instruct the class through small group discussion rather than 
lecturing the class as a whole. Moreover, when students encountered problems, these 
teachers were more willing to spend more time working with students and to help 
them correct answers by asking questions instead of giving the answer directly or 
calling on another student.   
Second, Woolfolk et al.’s (1990) study revealed that there was a correlation 
  31between practicing teachers’ perception of their instructional ability and the way they 
controlled students. They found that the more efficacious the teachers were, the less 
custodial they were when managing students. The finding of this study corroborates 
the findings of Woolfolk and Hoy (1990)’s study that prospective teachers with a 
greater sense of self-efficacy tended to be more humanistic in their pupil control, 
emphasizing on cooperation, interaction, and student autonomy. On the contrary, the 
less efficacious teachers were found to be more authoritarian and dogmatic in terms of 
the pupil control in their classroom.   
Third, Emmer and Hickman (1991) found that there was a significant correlation 
between teachers’ self-efficacy and their preferences of management strategies. 
Specifically, teachers with a greater sense of self-efficacy preferred using positive 
management strategies such as talking with a student rather than reductive strategies 
such as warnings. Moreover, Saklofske et al.’s (1988) study among student teachers 
indicated that student teachers’ efficacy on PTE made a contribution to several 
classroom-related behaviors. They found that student interns with higher PTE 
reflected more positive behaviors in terms of lesson presentation, classroom 
management, and questioning behaviors. Lastly, Soodak and Podell (1993) revealed 
that teachers with a greater sense of efficacy on PTE were more likely to consider that 
the placement of students with learning or behavioral problems in the regular 
classroom was more appropriate than placing them in the classroom with special 
education by comparison with the less efficacious teachers.   
Instructional strategies. In attempts to understand the influence of teacher 
perceived self-efficacy on teachers’ teaching behaviors, some studies put their 
research focus on the examination of the effect of teachers’ perceived self-efficacy on 
teachers’ use of instructional strategies. Chacón (2005) conducted a study to explore 
the relationship between EFL teachers’ self-efficacy and their use of instructional 
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communicative language teaching approach (CLT) in middle schools in Venezuela. 
The study found that there was no significant difference in the use of pedagogical 
strategies between high self-efficacy teachers and low self-efficacy teachers. 
Specifically, both high and low efficacious teachers revealed that grammar-translation 
method was the most frequently used instructional strategy in their EFL classroom 
Based on Chacón’s (2005) study, Eslami and Fatahi (2008) conducted a study to 
investigate Iranian EFL teachers’ self-efficacy and their use of the two strategies 
mentioned above. Importantly, their finding revealed that there was a significant 
positive correlation between the teachers’ self-efficacy for student engagement and 
instructional strategies revealed in Tschannen-Moran and Hoy’s (2001) scale and their 
use of communicative language teaching approach. Moreover, with regard to 
prospective teachers’ use of strategies, Wertheim and Leyser (2002) found that the 
higher the Iranian teachers’ sense of personal teaching efficacy, the more likely they 
were to use a variety of instructional strategies to accommodate different students’ 
learning needs. This finding is consistent with other studies in which teachers with 
high self-efficacy tended to spend more efforts on individualized instruction and adapt 
teaching practices (Saklofske et al, 1988; Minke et al., 1996).   
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  Based on the literature review of previous studies, the following research 
questions are raised and a hypothesized causal Model is established in Figure 4.   
Research Questions: 
1.  What are college EFL teachers’ perceived level of self-efficacy and their 
motivational teaching behaviors in EFL classes in Taiwan? 
2.  What are the effects of antecedents on teachers’ perceived self-efficacy? 
3.  What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived self-efficacy and their 
teaching behaviors? 
 
Phase 1 (Antecedents)  Phase 3 (Behaviors) Phase 2 (Self-Efficacy) 
EFL Teachers’ 
Perceived 
Self-Efficacy  
1.  Efficacy for 
Student 
Engagement 
2.  Efficacy for 
Classroom 
Management 
3.  Efficacy for 
Instructional 
Strategies 
1.  Antecedents of 
Teachers’ 
Self-Efficacy 
2.  EFL Teachers’ 
Self-evaluation 
of Language 
Proficiency 
 
 
Teachers’ 
Motivational 
Teaching 
Behaviors 
1.  Creating the 
Motivational 
Conditions 
2.  Generating 
Initial 
Motivation 
3.  Maintaining 
and Protecting 
Motivation 
4.  Encouraging 
Positive 
Self-evaluation 
Figure 4. The Hypothesized Causal Model
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  This chapter accounts for the rationales for research design and procedures for 
data collection and subsequent statistical analyses. In section 1, a summary of the 
research design is provided. In section 2, the profiles of the participants are specified. 
In section 3, rationales and procedures for formulating questionnaire items are 
delineated in full detail. In section 4 and 5, procedures for data collection and 
statistical analyses are presented.   
 
3.1 Research Design 
The research methodology employed in this present study was a quantitative 
method—a questionnaire survey. The use of questionnaire survey was known for its 
cost-effective advantage, which was able to be widely and repeatedly used to gather a 
substantial amount of information from a large population across different 
geographical areas (Cheng, 2006 & Lai, 2003) and to exert a great generalizability by 
virtue of its quantitative statistical results. By all accounts, the questionnaire survey 
was administered in this study with a main purpose to outline a picture of college 
English teachers’ teaching efficacy and their overall motivational teaching practice in 
Taiwan. The procedures of conducting this study are illustrated in Figure 5.   
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Constructing the Questionnaire 
Discussing the Results 
Coding and Analyzing the Data 
Distributing and Collecting the Questionnaire 
  Modifying the Questionnaire 
Figure 5. Procedures of Conducting the Study 
 
3.2 Participants   
The participants for this research were 112 teachers of English from Taiwan’s 
tertiary education institutes. Most of the teachers involved in this study taught both 
English majors and non-English majors. Considering the purpose of the study, 
participants were asked to respond to the questionnaire based on the situation in 
English classes offered to non-English majors. Among the 112 teachers, 28 were male 
and 84 were female. They taught English in a wide range of tertiary education 
institutes from public universities to private technical colleges as shown in Table 2, 
with 64 lecturers and 48 assistant professors or above. Moreover, the amount of years 
that the participants had taught English ranged from one year to thirty-seven years, 
with an average of thirteen years of teaching experience. In other words, the 
participants consisted of novice teachers and experienced teachers. The questionnaire 
was distributed and collected from different parts of Taiwan in an attempt to achieve 
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eastern Taiwan.   
 
Table 2. Summary of the Participants’ Teaching Institutes 
Types of Institutes  Number  Percentage (%) 
1. University (Public)  41  36.6 
2. University (Private)  12  10.7 
3. Technical University (Public)  11  9.8 
4. Technical University (Private)  9  8 
5. Technical College (Public)  3  2.7 
6. Technical College (Private)  30  26.8 
7. Missing data  6  5.4 
Total 112  100 
Note: Technical College refers to institutes with 5-year junior college program.   
 
3.3 Instruments 
To address the research questions, a questionnaire consisting of three main parts 
was used to collect information in this study. The first part was designed to acquire 
the demographic information of participants and the kinds of variables considered to 
possibly influence teachers’ self-efficacy. The second part could be further divided 
into two sections, namely the perception of EFL teachers’ self-efficacy and the 
self-evaluation of their language proficiency. The third part was constructed to 
identify the teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors in English classroom. In total, 
70 questions were constructed. Table 3 illustrates the distribution of the items. 
Moreover, a detailed description of each measure in this questionnaire is provided in 
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Table 3. Distribution of the Items in the Questionnaire 
Part  Researched Construct/ Measure  Number of Items 
I  A. Demographic Information of Participants    4 
  B. Variables Linked to Teachers’ Self-Efficacy    13 
II  A. Perceptions of EFL Teachers’ Self-Efficacy  24 
  B. Self-evaluation of Teachers’ Language Proficiency 4 
III  Teachers’ Motivational Teaching Behaviors    25 
 
3.3.1 Demographic Information and Measure of Antecedents of Teachers’ 
Self-Efficacy 
3.3.1.1 The Pilot Study 
  The first part of the questionnaire in the pilot study (Appendix C )consisting of 
18 items concerned about demographic information of participants and those variables 
that may have a role to play in terms of perception of teachers’ self-efficacy. The 
demographic information, composed of 4 items, surveyed teachers’ job position, 
highest educational attainment and types of educational institutes they were working 
for.  
In the section of variables linked to teachers’ self-efficacy, 14 items were 
constructed in the pilot study. Among the 14 items, 9 items were made up mainly 
based on Tschannen-Moran et al.’s empirical study (2007), in which nine variables 
were identified, i.e. gender, year(s) of teaching experience, school location, school 
climate, principal leadership, teaching resources and supports, experienced pressure, 
mastery experiences and students’ learning motivation. Considering the more intimate 
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variable ‘school climate’ was further formed into 3 items considering sense of 
community in a department, teaching flexibility, and participating rights toward 
department matters. Moreover, in addition to above variables mentioned in 
Tschannen-Moran et al.’s study (2007), this variable measure also included 2 items 
regarding a teaching-context variable specified in Ross et al.’s study (2006). The two 
items considered the particular group of students the teacher was teaching, namely 
English majors or non-English majors and the general English proficiency of the class. 
Table 4 provides a summary of demographic information and measure of variables of 
teachers’ efficacy in the pilot study. 
  In order to reach a high content validity, the pilot version of the questionnaire 
was administered to 4 university teachers of English for providing feedback and 
further modification to the content, wording and layout of the questionnaire. Based on 
the comments and suggestions presented by these teachers, a final version of the 
questionnaire adopted in the formal study was developed. 
  39Table 4. Summary of Demographic Information and Measure of Variables of 
Teachers’ Self-Efficacy in the Pilot Study 
A. Demographic Information 
Indicators Item 
Number 
Item Format 
Job Position    Item 2  Multiple choice
Highest Educational Attainment    Item 3  Multiple choice
Types of Institutes    Item 5, 6  Multiple choice
B. Variables Linked to Teachers’ Self-efficacy 
Source Variables  Item 
Number 
Item Format 
Gender  Item 1  Multiple choice
Year(s) of Teaching Experience  Item 4  Gap-filling 
School Location  Item 7    Multiple choice
School Climate  Item 8  Multiple choice
Principal Leadership  Item 9  Multiple choice
Teaching Resources/ Supports  Item 13  6-point scale 
Pressure Self-evaluation  Item 14  6-point scale 
Satisfaction of Past Teaching 
Experience (mastery experience)
Item 15  6-point scale 
Tschannen- 
Moran et al.’s 
empirical study 
(2007) 
Students’ Learning Motivation  Item 18  4-point scale 
Derived from 
‘School Climate’ 
Department Climate  Item 10, 11, 
12  
4-point scale 
Ross et al.’s 
study (2006) 
Teaching Context Variable  Item 16, 17  Gap-filling 
4-point scale 
 
3.3.1.2 The Formal Study 
  The questionnaire (Appendix G) employed in the formal study was composed of 
17 items in total. The modification was made on the measure of variables linked to 
teachers’ efficacy. Item 7 was added under the variable ‘school location’ to gather 
information of geographical areas where participants taught English. Furthermore, 
item 16 (i.e., Group of Students You Are Teaching: English majors or non-English 
majors) and item 17 (i.e., Students’ General English Proficiency) derived from 
‘teaching context variable’ in the preliminary questionnaire were deleted considering 
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of college English education in Taiwan. Therefore, students’ language proficiency was 
not a matter in this study and the focus should be on the situation revealed in English 
classes offered to non-English majors rather than the minority group, English majors. 
In order to indicate this prerequisite before participants filling out the questionnaire, a 
statement “if you teach English to both English majors and non-English majors, 
please fill out the questionnaire based on the situation revealed in a class of 
non-English majors” was highlighted in the beginning introduction paragraph of the 
questionnaire. A summary of demographic information and measure of variables of 
teachers’ efficacy employed in the formal study is given in Table 5.   
 
Table 5. Summary of Demographic Information and Measure of Variables of 
Teachers’ Self-Efficacy in the Formal Study 
Latent 
Variables 
Indicators Item 
Number 
Item Format 
Job Position    Item 2  Multiple choice
Highest Educational Attainment    Item 3  Multiple choice
A. 
Demographic 
Information  Types of Institutes    Item 5, 6  Multiple choice
Gender  Item 1  Multiple choice
Year(s) of Teaching Experience    Item 4  Gap-filling 
School Location  Item 7, 8  Multiple choice
School Climate  Item 9  Multiple choice
Principal Leadership  Item 10  Multiple choice
Department Climate  Item 11, 
12, 13 
4-point scale 
Teaching Resources/ Supports  Item 14  6-point scale 
Pressure Self-evaluation  Item 15  6-point scale 
Satisfaction of Past Teaching 
Experience (mastery experience) 
Item 16  6-point scale 
B.  
Variables 
Linked to 
Teachers’ 
Self-Efficacy 
Students’ Learning Motivation  Item 17  4-point scale 
 
 
  413.3.2 Measure of Teachers’ Self-Efficacy and Language Proficiency 
3.3.2.1 Measure of Teachers’ Self-Efficacy 
  The measure of teachers’ self-efficacy in Part II (Appendix D) was mainly 
adapted from the Ohio State teacher efficacy scale (OSTES) (Tschannen-Moran & 
Woolfolk Hoy, 2001), which had been demonstrated to assess a broad range of 
essential capabilities that was considered important in a good teaching. This scale was 
originally developed with a long form and a short form, however, considering the 
proven reliability and validity of these two forms in the previous study 
(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001), a long form, consisting of 24 items, was 
employed in this study.   
The construct ‘teachers’ self-efficacy’ was composed of three dimensions of 
efficacy, namely efficacy for student engagement, efficacy for classroom management, 
and efficacy for instructional strategies, with 8 items for each. Detailed information of 
item distribution in teachers’ self-efficacy measure is shown in Table 6. In order to 
assess to what extent a teacher believe in his or her capabilities to do things, a 
five-point Likert-scale was adopted in the pilot study, i.e. 1= ‘Zero, incapable of doing 
this,’ 2= ‘Little, poorly doing this’ 3= ‘Some, capable of doing this,’ 4= ‘Much, able to 
do it well,’ 5= ‘Quite a lot, good at doing this.’ However, after consulting with the 4 
university teachers in the pilot study, the rating scale was modified into a six-point 
Likert-scale with a much more balanced weight distribution, ranging from 1= ‘doing 
this without any confidence’ to 6= ‘doing this with great confidence.’   
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Latent 
Variables 
Indicators Number 
of Items
Item Number 
Efficacy for Student 
Engagement 
8  1, 5, 6, 9, 15, 19, 20, 23 
Efficacy for Classroom 
Management 
8  2, 7, 10, 11, 13, 16, 21, 24
EFL 
Teachers’ 
Self-Efficacy 
Efficacy for Instructional 
Strategies 
8  3, 4, 8, 12, 14, 17, 18, 22 
 
Furthermore, by means of the results of factor analysis, Cronbach’s alpha 
reliability calculation, and construct validity examination indicated in the previous 
study, this teachers’ efficacy scale has been considered reasonably valid and reliable 
and has proven to be a robust tool for researchers exploring the construct of teachers’ 
self-efficacy (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Cronbach’s alpha for each 
subscale of teachers’ self-efficacy presented in Tschannen-Moran et al.’s study (2001) 
can be seen in Table 7. In addition, the construct validity of this scale was investigated 
by examining the correlation of this measure and other existing measures of teachers’ 
efficacy (Kerlinger, 1986). Positive correlations with other measures of personal 
teaching efficacy were found and provided this measure with evidence for construct 
validity (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).   
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Tschannen-Moran et al.’s study (2001) 
Latent Variables  Indicators  Number 
of Items 
Reliability 
(α) 
Efficacy for Student Engagement  8 .87 
Efficacy for Classroom Management 8 .90 
Efficacy for Instructional Strategies  8 .91 
The Ohio State 
Teacher Efficacy 
Scale (OSTES) 
Overall Scale  24  .94 
 
To sum up, the final version of the teachers’ self-efficacy measure employed in 
this study consisted of 24 items on a six-point Likert scale. Due to the fact that the 
participants involved in this study were native speakers of Chinese, the Chinese 
version of the questionnaire (Appendix H) was administered to eliminate any 
potential confusion caused by the language barrier. The wordings of the Chinese 
translation were revised and proofread by three graduate students and four professors 
to ensure a higher level of validity and better comprehension.   
 
3.3.2.2 Measure of EFL Teachers’ Language Proficiency 
  The measure of EFL teachers’ language proficiency (Appendix E and I) 
employed a form of teachers’ self-reported English proficiency survey, consisting of 4 
items, i.e. listening, speaking, reading and writing. To assess the mastery of these four 
aspects of language proficiency, a 4-point Likert scale was employed, ranging from 
1= ‘My language proficiency needs to be further improved’ to 4= ‘My language 
proficiency is very good.’ Participants were asked to give a response according to the 
self-evaluation of their language proficiency.   
 
  443.3.3 Measure of Teachers’ Motivational Teaching Behaviors 
3.3.3.1 Item Construction 
The procedure of item selection, modification and construction was carried out 
by the researcher and two experienced experts, both were university professors 
specializing in language teaching and learning, in order to ensure the validity and 
reliability of the measure. 
The measure of teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors was composed of 25 
items (Appendix F) and developed mainly based on two references. Among the 25 
items, 14 of them were constructed and modified based on Dörnyei’s (2001) proposed 
motivational strategies in the language classroom derived from a process-oriented 
motivational teaching model, in which more than 100 strategies were devised and 
organized “following through the motivational process from the initial arousal of the 
motivation to the completion and evaluation of the motivated action” (Dörnyei, 2001, 
p.28).  
The other important reference for constructing items was Dellinger et al.’s (2008) 
the Teachers’ Efficacy Beliefs System—Self Form (TEBS-Self). The TEBS-Self 
instrument originally consisted of 31 items with the main purpose to “assess teachers’ 
self-efficacy beliefs about their own abilities to successfully perform specific teaching 
and learning related tasks within the context of their own classrooms” (Dellinger et al., 
2008, p.751). Although TEBS-Self was developed and regarded as a measure of 
teachers’ self-efficacy, it was argued that the important classroom tasks specified in 
TEBS-Self could be appropriately adapted and modified into items measuring 
teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors. In total, there were 6 items constructed for 
this scale.   
Moreover, 3 items were devised by combining items in Dörnyei’s (2001) and 
Dellinger et al.’s (2008) measure. After the overall examination of above 23 items, 2 
  45items, item 24 and 25 were added considering the importance of positive learning 
attitude cultivation and post-learning goal setting for enhancing students’ learning 
motivation. Finally, this measure was developed and composed of 25 items in total. A 
summary of item construction can be seen in Table 8.   
 
Table 8. Summary of Item Construction in the Teachers’ Motivational Teaching 
Behaviors Measure 
Latent 
Variables 
Source Number 
of Items
Item Number 
Dörnyei (2001)  14  2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 11, 12, 13, 16, 
17, 18, 19, 21, 23 
Dellinger et al. (2008)  6  6, 7, 9, 14, 15, 20 
Combined Items  3  1, 10, 22   
EFL Teachers’ 
Motivational 
Teaching 
Behaviors 
New Items  2  24, 25 
 
3.3.3.2 Item Distribution 
The 25 items singled out were further divided into 4 subscales based on the 
components mentioned in Dörnyei’s (2001) the process-oriented motivational 
teaching model. In other words, the measure of teachers’ motivational teaching 
behaviors adapted the process-oriented motivational teaching model and was assessed 
by four indicators, namely creating the basic motivational conditions, generating 
initial motivation, maintaining and protecting motivation, and encouraging positive 
self-evaluation. Figure 6 illustrates the components of process-oriented motivational 
teaching model. Moreover, a summary of item distribution of teachers’ motivational 
teaching behaviors measure is shown in Table 9.   
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Motivational Conditions 
Encouraging 
Positive 
Self-evaluation 
Generating Initial 
Motivation 
Motivational 
teaching practice 
Maintaining and 
Protecting Motivation 
 
Figure 6. The Components of Process-oriented Motivational Teaching Model 
(Adapted from Dörnyei (2001), p.29) 
 
Table 9. Summary of Item Distribution in the Teachers’ Motivational Teaching 
Behaviors Measure 
Latent Variables  Indicators  Number 
of Items 
Item Number 
Creating the Basic 
Motivational Conditions 
6  1, 6, 11, 18, 21, 23 
Generating Initial 
Motivation 
7  2, 5, 8, 12, 15, 17, 24
Maintaining and 
Protecting Motivation 
7  3, 7, 9, 14, 16, 20, 22
EFL Teachers’ 
Motivational 
Teaching 
Behaviors 
Encouraging Positive 
Self-evaluation 
5  4, 10, 13, 19, 25 
  
In an attempt to present the situation of teachers’ use of these motivational 
teaching tasks and strategies in language classroom, a 4-point Likert-scale describing 
degree of frequency was adopted, ranging from ‘never’ to ‘very often’ with the values 
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language background mentioned in teachers’ efficacy measure, in the pilot study this 
measure was also administered in Chinese to 3 graduate school students and 4 
professors in an attempt to validate the content of this measure and the wording of the 
translation in advance. The questionnaire employed in the formal study is presented in 
Appendix J.   
 
3.4 Procedures for Data Collection   
The questionnaire was administered and collected through the following three 
ways. First, a ‘snowball’ sampling strategy was used to recruit as many participants as 
possible in this study. At the beginning several college or university teachers from 
different schools helped fill out the questionnaire, and then these participants were 
asked to further introduce other potential participants from their acquaintances such as 
their colleagues or their friends teaching English in the tertiary educational system to 
be involved in this questionnaire survey. Second, several friends and former 
classmates of mine studying at different universities around Taiwan were asked to 
help distribute the questionnaire to teachers teaching English in their school. Both 
mail administration and one-to-one administration were used in above mentioned two 
methods to distribute and collect data. Third, a cost-effective group administration in 
1ETA conference meeting was conducted in this study. Since a lot of teachers teaching 
English in college or university participated in ETA conference as presenters or 
audiences, the questionnaire was distributed to those teachers during the break of the 
presentation or workshop.   
The questionnaire administration each lasted about 25 minutes. None of the 
participants were blind as to the nature of this questionnaire survey. They were told 
                                                 
1  ETA conference: English Teacher’s Association of the Republic of China 
  48prior to participating that this survey was aimed at understanding college or university 
English teachers’ teaching cognition and teaching behaviors; they were not told 
explicitly, however, that their responses actually reflected teachers’ teaching efficacy 
and their motivational teaching behaviors. Moreover, before participants filled out the 
questionnaire, an announcement was made to inform the participants of their 
confidential privacy and to encourage the participants to complete the questionnaire 
forthrightly. In order to express gratitude toward their participation and increase the 
return rate, a stamped addressed envelope and a gift were attached with the 
questionnaire sheets. Almost all the questionnaire sheets conducted via one-to-one 
and group administration were collected right after the participants had completed the 
questionnaire. As for the mail administration, the deadline of the questionnaire return 
date was highlighted in the introduction paragraph. To sum up, the questionnaire 
return rate in this study was satisfactory, approximately 80%. 
 
3.5 Procedures for Data Analysis 
  The data analysis procedure mainly involves three phases. In the first phase, 
analyses of reliability and validity of the two measures, teachers’ self-efficacy and 
teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors, were performed. A reliability analysis tool, 
Cronbach’s alpha, via the SPSS (version 13.0) was computed to test the internal 
consistency of the two measures. Then, a factor analysis was carried out to examine 
the construct validity of the two measures respectively. The results of the above two 
analyses may provide implications for researchers interested in the two measures.   
  In the second phase, descriptive statistics were computed to present a general 
picture of college English teachers’ self-efficacy and their motivational teaching 
behaviors. From the acquired results, a specific area college teachers revealed to have 
higher self-efficacy and lower self-efficacy and a specified component in 
  49process-oriented motivational teaching model teachers frequently used and 
underutilized were identified.   
  In the third phase, multiple regression analyses were executed to understand how 
well those antecedents predicted teachers’ perceived self-efficacy and how well the 
three aspects of teachers’ perceived self-efficacy predicted teachers’ motivational 
teaching behaviors. Moreover, the best predictor of the individual component in 
process-oriented motivational teaching model was indicated.   
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In this chapter, the results of the statistical analyses consisting of analyses of 
reliability, validity, descriptive statistics, and multiple regression are presented and 
summarized. In section 4.1, reliability analyses of teachers’ self-efficacy scale and 
teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors scale are revealed. In section 4.2, the results 
of factor analysis are reported to examine the validity of teachers’ self-efficacy scale 
and teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors scale. In section 4.3 and 4.4, descriptive 
statistics for teachers’ self-efficacy and for teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors 
are displayed respectively. Finally, in section 4.5 and 4.6, the results of multiple 
regression analyses are indicated to shed light on the causal relationship between 
antecedents and teachers’ self-efficacy and between teachers’ self-efficacy and their 
reflected motivational teaching behaviors as illustrated in Figure 7.   
EFL Teachers’ 
Perceived 
Self-Efficacy 
1.  Efficacy for 
Student 
Engagement 
2.  Efficacy for 
Classroom 
Management 
3.  Efficacy for 
Instructional 
Strategies 
4.  Encouraging 
Positive 
Self-evaluation 
Teachers’ 
Motivational 
Teaching 
Behaviors 
1.  Creating the 
Motivational 
Conditions 
2.  Generating 
Initial 
Motivation 
3.  Maintaining and 
Protecting 
Motivation 
1.  Antecedents of 
Teachers’ 
Self-Efficacy 
2.  EFL Teachers’ 
Self-evaluation 
of Language 
Proficiency 
 
 
Phase 3 (Behaviors) Phase 1 (Antecedents)  Phase 2 (Self-Efficacy) 
Figure 7. The Hypothesized Causal Model 
  514.1 Analyses of Reliability 
  The results of internal consistency of each of the subscales and the total scale on 
teachers’ self-efficacy and teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors are presented in 
Table 10. In the current study, both the teachers’ self-efficacy scale and teachers’ 
motivational teaching behaviors scale have good internal consistency, with a 
Cronbach alpha coefficient of .94 for teachers’ self-efficacy scale and of .91 for 
teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors scale. Moreover, reliabilities for the teacher 
self-efficacy subscales were .86 for student engagement, .89 for classroom 
management, and .85 for instructional strategies. As for the subscale for teachers’ 
motivational teaching behaviors, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were all above .67.   
 
Table 10. Summary of the Reliability of the Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Scale and 
Teachers’ Motivational Teaching Behaviors Scale 
Latent 
variables 
Indicators No.  of 
Items 
Reliability 
(α) 
Efficacy for Student Engagement  8 .86 
Efficacy for Classroom Management  8 .89 
Efficacy for Instructional Strategies  8 .85 
Teachers’ 
Self-Efficacy 
Scale 
The Whole Scale  24 .94 
Creating the Basic Motivational Conditions  6 .70 
Generating Initial Motivation  7 .69 
Maintaining and Protecting Motivation  7 .77 
Encouraging Positive Self-evaluation  5 .67 
Teachers’ 
Motivational 
Teaching 
Behaviors 
Scale  The Whole Scale  25 .91 
 
4.2 Analyses of Validity 
This section provides the evidence to demonstrate the construct validity of the 
teachers’ self-efficacy scale and teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors scale. In an 
attempt to investigate whether the items composed of teachers’ self-efficacy scale and 
teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors scale mirror the corresponding construct 
  52and whether the construct indicators of each latent variable are loading on the 
expected variable, principal component analysis was performed.   
  As shown in Table 11, principal component analysis of teachers’ self-efficacy 
scale revealed that only one component recorded eigenvalues larger than one (2.368), 
and could explain up to 78.92% of the variance of the construct. Also, the scree plot 
in Figure 8 revealed that there was quite a clear break between the first and second 
components. Component 1 apparently captured much more of the variance than the 
remaining two components. In addition, considering the Component Matrix in Table 
12, the unrotated factor loadings of all three indicators in teachers’ self-efficacy scale 
were fairly high, with the strong loadings ranging from .87 to .90.   
 
Table 11. Principal Component Analysis of Teachers’ Self-Efficacy 
Component  Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
   Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
%  Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
% 
1  2.368  78.919 78.919 2.368 78.919  78.919
2  .359  11.969 90.889  
3  .273  9.111 100.000  
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Figure 8. Scree Plot for Teachers’ Self-Efficacy 
 
Table 12. Principal Component Analysis for Indicators of Teachers’ Self-Efficacy 
     Component 
     1 
Efficacy for Instructional Strategies  .902 
Efficacy for Student Engagement  .893 
EFL Teachers’ 
Self-Efficacy  
Efficacy for Classroom Management  .870 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
a. 1 components extracted. 
 
As for teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors scale, the results of principal 
component analysis in Table 13 revealed the presence of only one component with 
eigenvalues exceeding one (3.171), accounting for a total of 79.29% of the variance. 
Besides, as the shape of scree plot shown in Figure 9, there was a conspicuous break 
between the first and the second component. Component 1 itself explained much 
  54more of the variance than the remaining three components. Furthermore, it was found 
that all of the four indicators, namely creating, generating, maintaining motivation, 
and encouraging positive self-evaluation, loaded quite strongly (above .87) on the 
unique one component as can be seen in Table 14.   
To briefly sum up, construct validity of the teachers’ self-efficacy scale and the 
teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors scale was considered satisfactory based on 
the results of principal component factor analysis. The outcome patterns of these two 
latent variables exactly mirror the individual construct and the indicators of these two 
scale load on the expected variables.   
  
Table 13. Principal Component Analysis of Teachers’ Motivational Teaching 
Behaviors 
Component  Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
   Total 
% of 
Variance
Cumulative 
%  Total 
% of 
Variance Cumulative %
1  3.171  79.285 79.285 3.171 79.285 79.285
2  .352  8.790 88.075
3  .258  6.447 94.522
4  .219  5.478 100.000
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Figure 9. Scree Plot for Teachers’ Motivational Teaching Behaviors 
 
Table 14. Principal Component Analyses for Indicators of Teachers’ Motivational 
Teaching Behaviors 
     Component 
     1 
Maintaining and Protecting Motivation  .912 
Generating Initial Motivation  .897 
Creating the Basic Motivational Conditions .879 
EFL Teachers’ 
Motivational 
Teaching 
Behaviors  Encouraging Positive Self-evaluation  .873 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
a    1 components extracted. 
 
4.3 EFL Teachers’ Perceived Self-Efficacy   
  The descriptive statistics for teachers’ perceived self-efficacy for student 
engagement, classroom management, and instructional strategies are displayed in 
Table 15. The means in the three subscales indicated that the EFL college and 
  56university teachers in Taiwan perceived themselves to have slightly higher efficacy 
for instructional strategies (M = 40.09) than efficacy for classroom management (M = 
38.39) and efficacy for student engagement (M = 35.07).   
 
Table 15. Descriptive Statistics for Teachers’ Self-Efficacy 
Latent 
Variable 
Indicators Mean  SD 
Efficacy for Student Engagement  35.07  5.48 
Efficacy for Classroom Management 38.39  5.20 
Teachers’ 
Self-Efficacy 
Efficacy for Instructional Strategies  40.09  3.92 
 
4.4 EFL Teachers’ Motivational Teaching Behaviors 
  The descriptive statistics for EFL teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors are 
summarized in Table 16. In light of Dörnyei’s (2001) process-oriented motivational 
teaching model, the findings suggested that teachers displayed much higher frequency 
in the use of strategies for generating students’ initial motivation (M = 23.99) and for 
maintaining and protecting students’ motivation (M = 23.60) in comparison with the 
used of strategies for creating students’ basic motivational conditions (M = 21.26) and 
for encouraging students’ positive self-evaluation (M = 16.47).   
 
Table 16. Descriptive Statistics for Teachers’ Motivational Teaching Behaviors 
Latent 
Variable 
Indicators Mean  SD 
Creating the Basic Motivational Conditions  21.26  2.22 
Generating Initial Motivation  23.99  2.51 
Maintaining and Protecting Motivation  23.60  2.93 
Teachers’ 
Motivational 
Teaching 
Behaviors  Encouraging Positive Self-evaluation  16.47  2.16 
 
 
  574.5 Effects of Antecedents on Teachers’ Self-Efficacy 
Multiple regression analyses were conducted to explore the effects of 
antecedents on teachers’ self-efficacy as a whole (Model 1: TSE), and on its three 
subscales, i.e., efficacy for student engagement (Model 2: EFSE), efficacy for 
classroom management (Model 3: EFCM) and efficacy for instructional strategies 
(Model 4: EFIS), as summarized in Table 17.   
  In Model 1, a multiple regression analysis was executed between teachers’ 
self-efficacy as dependent variable and the 12 antecedents as independent variables. 
The result indicated that the 12 antecedents significantly contributed to the prediction 
of teachers’ self-efficacy (F = 2.885, p < .01) and explained 33.7% (R
2 = .337) of the 
total variance to teachers’ self-efficacy. Besides, a further comparison between these 
12 antecedents showed that teachers’ satisfaction of their past teaching experience was 
the only antecedent demonstrating a significantly positive effect on teachers’ 
self-efficacy (β = .365, p < .01). Furthermore, although the remaining antecedents 
didn’t show a statistically significant impact on teachers’ self-efficacy, it was worthy 
to be mentioned that teachers’ highest educational attainment (β =  .194,  p = .08) and 
principal leadership (β = -.180, p = .099) were on the verge of significance. 
Principal leadership may more or less exert a negative influence on teachers’ 
self-efficacy. A further discussion is provided in Chapter 5.   
  In model 2, in order to understand the effects of antecedents on efficacy for 
student engagement (EFSE), another multiple regression analysis was executed 
between efficacy for student engagement as dependent variable and antecedents as 
independent variable. The result revealed that antecedents could significantly predict 
teachers’ efficacy for student engagement (F = 2.113, p < .05) and successfully 
account for 26% (R
2  = .26) of the variance to teachers’ efficacy for student 
engagement. Moreover, among the antecedents, teachers’ highest educational 
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engagement (β =  .267, p < .05). In addition, it was worthy to be noted that teachers’ 
satisfaction of their past teaching experience was on the verge of significance (β 
= .234, p = .06). 
  In model 3, another multiple regression analysis was conducted to explore the 
effects of antecedents on efficacy for classroom management (EFCM). The result 
indicated that the 12 antecedents could significantly predict teachers’ efficacy for 
classroom management (F = 2.982, p < .01) and successfully account for 32% (R
2 
= .32) of the variance to efficacy for classroom management. In addition, among the 
antecedents, teachers’ satisfaction of their past teaching experience was shown to have 
a positive effect on teachers’ efficacy for classroom management (β =  .323,  p < .01). 
However, school climate and principal leadership were on the verge of significance 
(β = -.183, p = .068; β = -.195, p = .062) and exerted a negative influence on 
developing teachers’ efficacy for classroom management. 
In model 4, the effects of antecedents on efficacy for instructional strategies 
(EFIS) were examined. The findings suggested that the 12 antecedents could 
significantly predict scores of teachers’ efficacy for instructional strategies ( F = 3.75, 
p < .001) and could in total contribute 37.8% (R
2 = .378) of the explained variance to 
efficacy for instructional strategies. Besides, teachers’ satisfaction of their past 
teaching experience was considered having a much more positive effect on teachers’ 
efficacy for instructional strategies than on other aspects of teachers’ self-efficacy (β 
= .476, p < .001). Moreover, teachers’ self-evaluation of pressure was shown to have a 
significantly negative effect on teachers’ efficacy for instructional strategies (β= -.22, 
p < .05). In other words, teachers with a self-evaluation of low pressure demonstrated 
a higher level of self-efficacy for instructional strategies.   
To sum up, multiple regression analyses demonstrated that antecedents 
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of its three subscales, namely EFSE, EFCM and EFIS. However, it is worthy to be 
noted that not all of the antecedents have significant effects on teachers’ self-efficacy. 
The predictive effects are conditional upon the domains of self-efficacy. Among the 
12 antecedents, teachers’ satisfaction of their past teaching experience was found to 
have the most powerful effect on teachers’ self-efficacy.   
 
Table 17. Summary of Multiple Regression Analyses of the Effect of Antecedents on 
Teachers’ Self-Efficacy 
Antecedents Model  1 
TSE 
Model 2 
EFSE 
Model 3 
EFCM 
Model 4 
EFIS 
Gender  .038 .099 -.085  .068 
Highest Educational 
Attainment 
.194 
(sig .080) 
.267* .099  .168 
Year(s) of Teaching 
Experience 
.099 .035 
 
.162 .007 
School  Climate  -.076 -.063 -.183 
(sig .068) 
-.033 
Principal Leadership  -.180 
(sig .099) 
-.134 -.195 
(sig .062) 
-.104 
Cooperation .068  -.022  .000  .149 
Teaching Freedom  .124  .112  .108  .087 
Participation -.122  -.211  -.080  -.041 
Teaching  Resources  .009 .046 .025 .066 
Self-evaluation of Pressure  -.100  -.143  -.023  -.220* 
Satisfaction of Past Teaching 
Experience 
.365** 
(sig .003) 
.234 
(sig .060) 
.323** .476*** 
 
Students’ Learning Motivation  .195  .170  .194    .068 
F  2.885** 2.113*  2.982** 3.750*** 
R
2  .337 .260 .320 .378 
Note. *p <.05. **p <.01. ***p <.001 
TSE  refers  to  “teachers’  self-efficacy.”      
EFSE refers to “efficacy for student engagement.” 
EFCM refers to “efficacy for classroom management.” 
EFIS refers to “efficacy for instructional strategies.” 
  604.6 Effects of College EFL Teachers’ Language Proficiency on Teachers’ 
Perceived Self-Efficacy 
  The descriptive statistics for teachers’ self-reported language proficiency are 
shown in Table 18. The result indicated that college EFL teachers in this study 
perceived themselves with higher language proficiency in reading (M = 3.47) and 
listening (M = 3.33) than in speaking (M = 3.24) and writing (M = 3.21). Moreover, a 
multiple regression analysis was conducted to explore whether teachers’ perceived 
language proficiency had an impact on teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs. The result in 
Table 19 revealed that college EFL teachers’ language proficiency could significantly 
predict teachers’ self-efficacy (F = 37.962, p < .001) and explain 28.3% (R
2 = .283) of 
the variance to teachers’ self-efficacy. Moreover, as for the effects of teachers’ 
self-reported language proficiency on the three subscales of teachers’ self-efficacy, the 
results showed that college EFL teachers’ language proficiency had significant effects 
on all of the three subscales of teachers’ self-efficacy, particularly on teachers’ 
efficacy for instructional strategies, in which language proficiency accounted for 
33.1% of the variance. 
 
Table 18. Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ Self-reported Language Proficiency 
Latent Variable  Indicators  Mean  SD 
Listening 3.33  .59 
Speaking 3.24  .65 
Reading 3.47  .55 
Teachers’ 
Self-reported 
Language 
Proficiency Writing  3.21  .60 
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Language Proficiency on Teachers’ Self-Efficacy   
 Model  1   
TSE 
Model 2 
EFSE 
Model 3 
EFCM 
Model 4 
EFIS 
Teachers’ Self-reported 
Language Proficiency in Total 
.532 .450 .374 .576 
F  37.962*** 25.434*** 17.398*** 52.054***
R
2  .283 .203 .140 .331 
Note. *p <.05. **p <.01. ***p <.001 
TSE refers to “teachers’ self-efficacy.” 
EFSE refers to “efficacy for student engagement.” 
EFCM refers to “efficacy for classroom management.” 
EFIS refers to “efficacy for instructional strategies.” 
 
4.7 Effects of Teachers’ Self-Efficacy on Teachers’ Motivational Teaching 
Behaviors 
Multiple regression analyses were performed to examine the effects of teachers’ 
self-efficacy on teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors. The extent to which 
teachers’ self-efficacy, i.e., efficacy for student engagement, efficacy for classroom 
management and efficacy for instructional strategies, exerted influence on the 
prediction of the teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors as a whole (TMTB) and on 
its four subscales, i.e., creating the basic motivational conditions (CBMC), generating 
initial motivation (GIM), maintaining and protecting motivation (MPM) and 
encouraging positive self-evaluation (EPSE), are exemplified in Table 20.   
  First, a multiple regression analysis was executed between teachers’ motivational 
teaching behaviors in total (TMTB) as dependent variable and teachers’ self-efficacy 
as independent variable. The result indicated that teachers’ self-efficacy could 
significantly contribute to the prediction of teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors 
(F = 17.168, p < .001) and account for 37.2% (R
2 = .372) of the variance to teachers’ 
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teachers’ self-efficacy, efficacy for instructional strategies was the best predictor of 
teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors (β= .392, p < .01). 
  Second, the effect of teachers’ self-efficacy on creating the basic motivational 
conditions for students (CBMC) was explored. The result suggested that teachers’ 
self-efficacy significantly predicted teachers’ behaviors on creating the basic 
motivational conditions for students (F = 18.541, p < .001) and explained 37.7% (R
2 
= .377) of the total variance to teachers’ use of strategies to create the basic 
motivational conditions for students. Moreover, both efficacy for classroom 
management and efficacy for instructional strategies were significant predictors of 
creating the basic motivational conditions for students. A further comparison between 
these two indicated that efficacy for instructional strategies (β= .423, p < .01) made a 
somewhat greater contribution to the prediction of teachers’ behaviors of creating the 
basic motivational conditions for students than efficacy for classroom management 
(β= .288, p < .05).   
  Third, a multiple regression analysis was carried out to evaluate the effects of 
teachers’ self-efficacy on teachers’ behaviors of generating students’ initial motivation 
(GIM). As shown in Table 20, it was revealed that teachers’ self-efficacy significantly 
contributed to the prediction of generating students’ initial motivation (F = 12.778, p 
< .001), and accounted for 29% (R
2 = .29) of the variance to the use of strategies to 
generate students’ initial motivation. Considering the predictive power derived from 
the three self-efficacy subscales, the result found that none of the efficacy subscales 
showed significance. Efficacy for student engagement was the variable on the verge 
of significance (β= .233, p = .083). 
  Fourth, Table 20 provided the result of the effects of teachers’ self-efficacy on 
teachers’ maintaining and protecting students’ motivation (MPM). The finding 
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maintaining and protecting students’ motivation (F = 11.191, p < .001) and explained 
26.9% (R
2 = .269) of the total variance to teachers’ use of strategies to maintain and 
protect students’ motivation. Furthermore, considering the predictive power of 
teachers’ self-efficacy, efficacy for instructional strategies (β= .282, p < .05) held a 
significantly positive effect on teachers’ behaviors of maintaining and protecting 
students’ motivation.   
  Lastly, another multiple regression analysis was performed to investigate the 
effects of teachers’ self-efficacy on encouraging students’ positive self-evaluation 
(EPSE). The result showed that teachers’ self-efficacy could significantly make a 
contribution to the prediction of teachers’ behaviors in encouraging students’ positive 
self-evaluation (F = 15.052, p < .001) and account for 33.2% (R
2 = .332) of the 
variance to teachers’ use of strategies to encourage students’ positive self-evaluation. 
Moreover, the result also revealed that efficacy for instructional strategies 
demonstrated a significantly positive effect on encouraging students’ positive 
evaluation (β= .436, p < .01).   
  To sum up, of the three subscales of teachers’ self-efficacy, efficacy for 
instructional strategies was the most explanatory variable, imposing much stronger 
predictive power and influence on teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors and on 
most of its subscales.   
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Teachers’ Motivational Teaching Behaviors 
Teachers’ 
Self-Efficacy 
Variables 
TMTB CBMC GIM  MPM  EPSE 
Efficacy for 
student 
engagement 
.111 -.052  .233 
(sig .083) 
.141 .164 
Efficacy for 
classroom 
management 
.171 .288*  .183 .156 .015 
Efficacy for 
Instructional 
strategies 
.392** .423** .189  .282*  .436** 
F  17.168*** 18.541*** 12.778*** 11.191  *** 15.052***
R
2  .372 .377 .290 .269 .332 
Note. *p < .05. **p <.01. ***p <.001 
TMTB refers to “teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors.” 
CBMC refers to “creating the basic motivational conditions.” 
GIM refers to “generating students’ initial motivation.” 
MPM refers to “maintaining and protecting students’ motivation.” 
EPSE refers to “encouraging students’ positive self-evaluation.” 
 
4.8 Summary of the Chapter Four 
  The results provided in this chapter could be divided into three main categories. 
First, the chapter provided the results of reliability and validity of the two measures, 
i.e. teachers’ self-efficacy measure and teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors 
measure. Then, the results of descriptive statistics in teachers’ self-efficacy scale, 
teachers’ language proficiency measure, and teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors 
scale were presented. Finally, multiple regression analyses between antecedents and 
teachers’ self-efficacy, and between teachers’ self-efficacy and teachers’ motivational 
teaching behaviors were indicated. The results of multiple regression analyses in this 
study are summarized and illustrated in Figure 10. Only variables statistically proved 
  65to have a significant effect were presented with an arrow.   
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Figure 10. A Summary of the Results of Multiple Regression Analyses  
 
  67CHAPTER  FIVE  DISCUSSION 
This chapter aims to answer the research questions raised in chapter 1 and to 
provide a detailed discussion on the findings derived from chapter 4. First, a 
discussion on the statistical descriptive analyses of teachers’ self-efficacy and 
motivational teaching behaviors is presented and a comparison is made between this 
study and other related studies. Second, a discussion on the causal relationship 
between antecedents and teachers’ perceived self-efficacy is given. Finally, a further 
discussion on the effect of teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs on teachers’ motivational 
teaching behaviors is delineated. 
 
5.1 Teachers’ Self-Efficacy and Motivational Teaching Behaviors 
Research Question 1: What are college EFL teachers’ perceived level of self-efficacy 
and their motivational teaching behaviors in EFL classes in Taiwan? 
  This section attempts to answer research question 1 focusing on the 
understanding of teachers’ perceived self-efficacy and their motivational teaching 
behaviors in the language classroom. In the following, a discussion on the findings of 
teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs is presented first, followed by an explanation for 
teachers’ use of motivational strategies in a language classroom.   
According to Bandura (1997), teachers’ self-efficacy refers to teachers’ beliefs in 
their abilities to perform certain actions and important teaching tasks with regard to 
effective teaching and learning. The results in this study indicated that college EFL 
teachers in Taiwan perceived themselves to have higher self-efficacy for instructional 
strategies than self-efficacy for classroom management and for student engagement. 
To be more specific, the finding revealed that EFL teachers perceived themselves 
more competent in dealing with students’ learning difficulties and present instruction 
in a comprehensible way, while they felt less competent to enhance students’ learning 
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finding is consistent with the studies done by Chacón (2005) and Eslami and Fatahi 
(2008), in which EFL teachers in Venezuela and in Iran perceived themselves to 
perform better in efficacy for instructional strategies than in efficacy for classroom 
management and student engagement.   
As for the investigation of teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors, the present 
study revealed that EFL teachers more frequently used strategies to generate students’ 
initial motivation and to maintain and protect students’ motivation in comparison with 
the use of strategies to create the basic motivational conditions and to encourage 
students’ positive self-evaluation. In terms of the most frequently used strategies for 
generating students’ initial motivation, the teachers reported that they helped students 
establish a positive attitude and set up specific and attainable goals toward foreign 
language learning. This finding was considered critical and had pedagogical 
implications since a great deal of past research confirmed that a specific and 
attainable goal serves as an effective driving force to motivate language learners, to 
achieve better performance and to display great commitment toward language 
learning (Alison, 1993; Oxford & Shearin, 1994). On the other hand, the study 
revealed that teachers less frequently employed strategies to encourage students’ 
positive self-evaluation, especially the strategy to help students attribute their success 
and failure to a proper cause. The finding is worthy to be noted considering the effects 
of students’ attribution on their language learning (Dörnyei, 2001). As Covington 
(1998) indicated that “it is not so much the event of failure that disrupts academic 
achievement as it is the meaning of failure” (p. 75), the present study seems to 
provide teachers with an insight into the way they can help to motivate and improve 
students’ language learning.   
 
  695.2 Effects of Antecedents on Teachers’ Self-Efficacy 
Research Question 2: What are the effects of antecedents on teachers’ perceived 
self-efficacy? 
This section attempts to answer research question 2 and further to discuss the 
effects of particular key antecedents or sources on the formation of teachers’ 
self-efficacy beliefs. The following discussion begins with a general interpretation of 
the overall results and shifts to the effects of specific antecedents such as teachers’ 
satisfaction with their past teaching experience, teachers’ highest educational 
attainment, principal leadership, school climate, and teachers’ self-evaluation of 
pressure, on teachers’ formation of self-efficacy.   
In the current study, the results of multiple regression analyses indicated that the 
12 antecedents in this study significantly contributed to the prediction of teachers’ 
self-efficacy and successfully accounted for 33.7% of the variance to teachers’ 
self-efficacy. These results imply that these 12 antecedents play an important role in 
determining teachers’ self-efficacy. Moreover, it is worthy to be noted that there still 
remain a large number of unfound critical sources and antecedents possessing 
powerful potential to determine teachers’ formation of self-efficacy. Future research is 
needed to explore more powerful antecedents of teachers’ self-efficacy.   
In addition to significant effects found between antecedents and teachers’ 
self-efficacy, the results also showed that antecedents had positive effects on the three 
self-efficacy subscales. Among the three subscales, antecedents were found to be able 
to predict teachers’ self-efficacy for instructional strategies the most, explaining 
37.8% of the explained variance, in comparison with those for teachers’ efficacy for 
classroom management (32%) and those for teachers’ efficacy for student engagement 
(26%). In other words, antecedents had stronger predictive power on teachers’ 
efficacy for instructional strategies. These results may be explained by the nature of 
antecedents and instructional strategies. Since most of the antecedents such as school 
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teaching resources, and pressure perceived in school are all contextual factors related 
to school, it seems more likely that these school-related factors may have a strong 
direct impact upon teachers’ beliefs of their competence for the use of instructional 
strategies.  
After the above discussion on the effects of antecedents on teachers’ self-efficacy, 
the effects of certain particular antecedents on teachers’ self-efficacy are worthy to be 
further discussed. First, the antecedent, teachers’ satisfaction with their past teaching 
experience, was statistically shown as the most powerful predictor of teachers’ 
self-efficacy judgments (β = .365, p < .01) and of teachers’ efficacy for classroom 
management (β = .323, p < .01) and of efficacy for instructional strategies (β 
= .476, p < .001). To be more specific, the present study found that the way teachers 
perceived their past teaching performance as a success or a failure brought a great 
impact on the formation of teachers’ self-efficacy, particularly in the aspect of efficacy 
for instructional strategies. The results are consistent with the findings of Bandura’s 
(1997), Tschannen-Moran et al.’s (1998), and Tschannen-Moran and Hoy’s (2007) 
studies. Among the four sources proposed by Bandura (1986, 1997), teachers’ mastery 
experiences were the most powerful source of teachers’ self-efficacy formation 
(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). This suggested that teachers’ positive or negative 
judgments of their past performance would raise or decrease their efficacy beliefs and 
directly resulted in teachers’ expectation of their future performance 
(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).     
  Another antecedent worth discussing is teachers’ highest educational attainment, 
i.e., a bachelor’s degree, a master’s degree, or a PhD degree a teachers is awarded. 
The findings in this study indicated that teachers’ highest educational attainment had 
significant effects on teachers’ efficacy for student engagement (β = .267, p < .05). 
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Woolfolk’s (1993) study. They found that teachers with a graduate degree tended to 
present stronger teacher self-efficacy than those who do not. A possible explanation 
given by Ross et al. (1996) is that “extended training contributes to the acquisition of 
new teaching skills and the strengthening of teachers’ appreciation of the potency of 
new techniques” (p.5). Moreover, another possible explanation of the findings is that 
teachers receiving training in TESOL or TEFL graduate school program may equip 
themselves with more adequate knowledge and skills in enhancing students’ language 
learning motivation and in dealing with students’ language learning difficulties 
considering great benefit derived from those courses such as EFL training, English for 
academic purpose (EAP), English for Specific Purpose (ESP), Second Language 
Acquisition (SLA), and curriculum design in the program. It is worth noting that 
qualitative research is obviously required to further prove the above explanations.   
Furthermore, regarding the effects of antecedents on teachers’ efficacy for 
classroom management, two school-related contextual factors, i.e., school climate and 
principal leadership, were found to be on the verge of significance, exerting negative 
effects (β = -.183, p = .068; β = -.195, p = .062). In other words, the results 
showed that a more conservative school climate and a more controlled principal 
leadership may result in higher teachers’ self-efficacy on classroom management. 
These findings are in accord with Tschannen-Moran and Hoy’s (2007) and Lee et al.’s 
(1991) study, in which the principal of a school reported to appropriately take control 
over students’ disorder and disruptive behaviors was likely to reinforce teachers’ 
efficacy beliefs. On the other hand, the results were not compatible with 
Tschannen-Moran et al.’s (1998) study, in which teaching flexibility offered by a 
principal was regarded as an important factor in developing teachers’ self-efficacy. As 
a matter of fact, the inconsistency could be explained by the nature of school climate 
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control is all harmful to teachers’ self-efficacy formation, the best way to deal with 
this may be to view them on a continuum rather than on two extremes and to exercise 
appropriate freedom and control according to different school contexts.   
  Lastly, according to regression analyses, teachers’ self-evaluation of pressure was 
found to significantly contribute to teachers’ self-efficacy for instructional strategies 
(β= -.22, p < .05). The lower pressure the teachers experienced, the higher 
self-efficacy for instructional strategies the teachers showed. These results are 
consistent with Webb and Ashton’s (1987) study as cited in Tschannen-Moran and 
Hoy’s (2007) study. In the study, they found that teachers’ excessive role demands 
appeared to diminish teachers’ perceived self-efficacy. Another possible explanation is 
that teachers with lower pressure may have more time, space, and flexibility to think 
of what and how to teach. Gradually, their efficacy for instructional strategies may be 
enhanced.  
 
5.3 Effects of College EFL Teachers’ Language Proficiency on 
Teachers’ Self-Efficacy 
  As the results indicated in chapter 4, college EFL teachers’ self-reported 
language proficiency as an antecedent could significantly predict teachers’ 
self-efficacy and successfully explain 28.3% of the variance to teachers’ self-efficacy. 
As for the effects of language proficiency on the three subscales of teachers’ 
self-efficacy, college EFL teachers’ language proficiency was shown to be able to 
significantly account for 33.1 % of the variance to teachers’ efficacy for instructional 
strategies, which was considered to explain the most in comparison with those in 
efficacy for student engagement (20.3%) and in efficacy for classroom management 
(14%). In other words, the better the college EFL teachers’ language proficiency, the 
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These results are partially in line with Chacón’s (2005) study, in which Venezuelan 
EFL teachers’ language proficiency on the four skills corresponded to their efficacy 
for student engagement and for instructional strategies. Besides, Eslami and Fatahi’s 
(2008) study also presented a significant positive correlation between teachers’ 
language proficiency in listening, speaking, and writing and their perception of 
efficacy for instructional strategies in EFL classroom.   
To sum up, based on the results displayed in the present study and in the two 
above mentioned studies, the effect of college EFL teachers’ language proficiency on 
teachers’ self-efficacy for instructional strategies is definitely approved, while the 
effect of college EFL teachers’ language proficiency on their efficacy for student 
engagement and classroom management has not yet reached to a consensus. This may 
be interpreted by a much closer relationship between teachers’ language proficiency 
and their efficacy for instructional strategies. For instance, teachers performing well in 
item 4 (i.e., provide an alternative explanation or example when students are 
confused), item 3 (i.e., implement alternative teaching approaches in my classroom), 
and item 18 (i.e., respond to difficult questions from my students) on the scale of 
teachers’ efficacy for instructional strategies must have a good command in English to 
a certain extent. Thus, an impact of college EFL teachers’ language proficiency on 
teachers’ efficacy for instructional strategies may be identified more directly.   
 
5.4 Effects of Teachers’ Self-Efficacy on Teachers’ Motivational 
Teaching Behaviors 
Research Question 3: What is the relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs 
and their teaching behaviors? 
  This section aims to answer research question 3 and further to discuss the role of 
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particular its impact on teachers’ self-reported use of motivational strategies in a 
language classroom. The following discussion begins with an overview of the effects 
of teachers’ self-efficacy on teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors, and then 
moves to the impact of a certain specific subscale of teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs 
such as efficacy for classroom management and efficacy for instructional strategies on 
the four components of process-oriented motivational teaching model, i.e., creating 
the basic motivational conditions (CBMC), generating initial motivation (GIM), 
maintaining and protecting motivation (MPM), and encouraging positive 
self-evaluation (EPSE).   
  First, according to the regression analyses presented in chapter four, the results 
indicated that teachers’ self-efficacy significantly contributed to the prediction of 
teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors and accounted for 37.2% of the variance to 
teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors. In other words, teachers’ self-efficacy 
beliefs could explain more than one third of teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors 
in the language classroom, but the remaining 62.8% may be explained by other 
factors, which are still unknown and worth exploring in future studies. In addition, the 
results in this study also indicated that teachers’ self-efficacy could successfully 
account for more than one fourth of the variance in the four subscales of motivational 
teaching behaviors individually. Among the four aspects, teachers’ self-efficacy was 
found to be able to explain the first component of process-oriented motivational 
teaching model, “creating the basic motivational conditions for students” (37.7%), 
and the fourth component, “encouraging positive self-evaluation” (33.2 %) the most, 
in comparison with the other two components. In other words, teachers’ self-efficacy 
had much greater influence over how often teachers adopted strategies to create the 
basic motivational conditions for students and to encourage students’ positive 
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predictors of teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors.   
Among the three subscales of teachers’ self-efficacy, teachers’ efficacy for 
instructional strategies was rated as the most powerful and significant predictor of 
teachers’ motivational teaching behaviors and of the three subscales (i.e., creating the 
basic motivational conditions, teachers’ maintaining and protecting students’ 
motivation, and encouraging students’ positive self-evaluation) in the process-oriented 
motivational teaching model. A possible explanation for this may lie in the fact that 
there is strong correspondence between teachers’ self-reported efficacy for 
instructional strategies and their use of motivational strategies in a language 
classroom. The close relationship between these two variables could be revealed by 
an investigation of the following items. For instance, item 22 (i.e., Use a variety of 
assessment strategies.) in efficacy for instructional strategies is closely related to item 
10 (i.e. Plan multiple assessments that accommodate individual differences among 
your students) under the subscale of encourage students’ positive self-evaluation. 
Another obvious example is item 4 (i.e., Provide an alternative explanation or 
example when students are confused) in efficacy for instructional strategies 
corresponded to item 9 (i.e., Clarify student misunderstandings or difficulties in 
learning) under the category of maintaining and protecting students’ motivation. Due 
to this strong correspondence, it is more likely that the stronger the efficacy for 
instructional strategies perceived, the higher the frequency in teachers’ use of these 
corresponded motivational strategies.   
  Moreover, teachers’ efficacy for classroom management significantly made a 
contribution to the prediction of teachers’ behaviors of creating the basic motivational 
conditions for students based on the regression analyses (β= .288, p < .05). In other 
words, teachers’ efficacy for classroom management has influence on their behaviors 
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perceived efficacy for classroom management, the more frequent is the teachers’ use 
of strategies to create motivational conditions for students. The more likely 
explanation rests in the close relationship between these two. For instance, the 
motivational strategy (i.e., Maintain a classroom environment in which students work 
cooperatively) has a lot to do with teachers’ abilities to manage a language classroom. 
If a teacher shows low efficacy for classroom management, the teacher might avoid 
adopting related strategies of classroom environment into a classroom rather than 
frequently use these strategies in a classroom.   
  Lastly, regarding the effects of teachers’ self-efficacy on teachers’ behaviors of 
generating students’ initial motivation (GIM), teachers’ efficacy for student 
engagement was found to be the variable on the verge of significance (β= .233, p 
= .083). The results implied that teachers’ efficacy for student engagement including 
helping students value learning, improving the understanding of a student who is 
failing, and motivating students who show low interest in schoolwork had moderate 
impacts on their teaching behaviors to generate students’ initial motivation and to 
establish positive attitudes toward learning.   
 
5.5 Summary of Chapter Five 
In this chapter, discussions have been provided to further explain the results of 
analyses presented in chapter four. These discussions are arranged to answer the 
research questions raised in chapter one and further confirm the hypothesized causal 
model figured in chapter 2. The study indicated that college EFL teachers have higher 
perceived self-efficacy for instructional strategies in comparison with efficacy for 
classroom management and student engagement. Besides, college EFL teachers more 
frequently used strategies to generate students’ initial motivation and to maintain and 
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in the current study has been validated. There exists a causal relationship between 
antecedents and teachers’ self-efficacy, and between teachers’ self-efficacy and their 
use of motivational strategies.   
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  This chapter is composed of three sections. First, the major findings of the 
present study are summarized. Then, pedagogical implications and implications for 
further research based on research findings are presented for concerned parties, 
including researchers in the TESOL field, officials of Ministry of Education, 
administrators and educators in institutions of teacher education and teacher 
development, and English teachers. Lastly, limitations of the study are pinpointed 
with suggestions for future research.   
 
6.1 Summary of the Major Findings 
  A brief summary of the findings of the present study could be divided into two 
parts: one is the results of descriptive analyses and the other is the results derived 
from multiple regression analyses. As for the results of descriptive analyses, this study 
showed that college EFL teachers perceived themselves with much higher 
self-efficacy for instructional strategies than efficacy for classroom management and 
efficacy for student engagement. Also, the results of descriptive analyses revealed that 
two most frequently used motivational strategies by teachers in language classroom 
were strategies for generating students’ initial motivation and strategies for 
maintaining and protecting students’ motivation. Strategies for encouraging students’ 
positive self-evaluation were the least frequently used motivational strategies by 
teachers.  
In terms of the multiple regression analyses, the present study found that there 
was a causal relationship between antecedents of teachers’ self-efficacy and their 
perceived teaching self-efficacy and between teachers’ self-efficacy and their reflected 
motivational teaching behaviors. Among the antecedent variables, teachers’ 
satisfaction of their past teaching experience was considered to be the most powerful 
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proficiency also played an important role in their perceived self-efficacy. As for the 
effect of teachers’ self-efficacy on teachers’ use of motivational strategies, the results 
indicated that teachers’ efficacy for instructional strategies was the most powerful 
predictor of the frequency of teachers’ motivational strategy use.   
 
6.2 Implications   
6.2.1 Theoretical Implications 
  The findings of this study lead to a number of theoretical and pedagogical 
implications. In terms of theoretical implications, two major implications can be 
drawn from this study. First of all, the present study, with its focus on college EFL 
teachers’ self-efficacy and their teaching behaviors, more or less complements the 
scarce research in college English education. Since educators and the public have 
desperately called for an enhancement and improvement of the quality of tertiary 
English education, the results of this study help shed light on the college English 
education, particularly English teachers’ perceptions of their self-efficacy and their 
adoption of motivational strategies. Researchers who are interested in this field could 
take the advantage and conduct further research. Another theoretical implication lies 
in the fact that one of the most important findings from this study has indicated that 
teachers’ self-efficacy does have great impacts on teachers’ use of strategies to 
motivate students in language classrooms. Before this study, little is known about the 
relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy and their presented motivational teaching 
behaviors in language classrooms. In other words, the findings seem to lend great 
support and provide specific evidence to strengthen the general belief that there is a 
direct causal relationship between teachers’ perceived self-efficacy and their reflected 
teaching behaviors.   
  806.2.2 Pedagogical Implications 
As for pedagogical aspect, several pedagogical implications are worthy to be 
mentioned in this study in order to provide insights for English teachers, officials of 
MOE, administrators and educators in institutions of teacher education and teacher 
development. First, the valuable findings of teachers’ perceptions of their self-efficacy 
and their self-reported motivational strategies provide college English teachers with a 
clear picture of the specific area teachers claimed to have higher self-efficacy and 
those with lower self-efficacy and of the frequency of using certain motivational 
strategies. With these understandings in mind, teachers can take action to improve 
their weaker part, for example, enhancing their self-efficacy for student engagement 
and incorporating higher order thinking skills into the language classroom. Second, 
these findings of the impacts of teachers’ self-efficacy perceptions on their 
motivational strategies use also benefit institutions of teacher education and 
development such as NTNU Office of Teacher education. Since the relationship 
between teachers’ self-efficacy and their motivational teaching behaviors is closely 
related, administrators and educators in teacher development institutions can pay 
more attention to these two constructs and incorporate these into curriculum to equip 
those pre-service teachers with higher teachers’ self-efficacy and better command of 
the use of motivational strategies. Last but not least, with the general view of college 
English teaching and learning, officials of MOE and principals of universities could 
think of some efficient ways to enhance the quality of college English class such as 
offering in-service teachers’ training, holding workshops or conferences discussing 
the enhancement of teachers’ self-efficacy and efficient use of strategies to motivate 
language learners.   
 
 
  816.3 Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for Future Research 
  Although the present study has yielded findings that have both theoretical and 
pedagogical implications, there are still some limitations inherent in the study. First, 
since antecedents of teachers’ self-efficacy and motivational strategies explored in this 
study are limited concerning the feasibility of survey research, the results of the study 
should be cautiously interpreted. To be more specific, the findings of the impacts of 
antecedents on teachers’ self-efficacy and those of teachers’ self-efficacy on teachers’ 
motivational teaching behaviors can only be generalized to the future studies with 
similar research contexts. Different antecedents and motivational strategies 
investigated in research may lead to different results. Hence, researchers in the future 
can do some replicated studies to further validate the validity and reliability of the 
present study. Moreover, further research is encouraged to explore some new 
antecedents and motivational strategies in an attempt to understand more about the 
relationship between antecedents and teachers’ self-efficacy and between teachers’ 
self-efficacy and their use of strategies to motivate students.   
The second limitation concerns the instrument of data collection adopted in this 
study. Since this research is a quantitative study in which a survey of antecedents of 
teachers’ self-efficacy, teachers’ self-efficacy perceptions, and teachers’ use of 
motivational strategies was conducted, the interpretations of findings may be limited 
by these quantitative instruments. Thus, in order to overcome the shortcomings of 
quantitative data, future research is encouraged to incorporate some qualitative data 
collection methods such as interviews or classroom observation into the study.   
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  90APPENDIX A---The Item Pool of the Measure of EFL Teachers’ Self-Efficacy 
and Teachers’ Language Proficiency 
 
EFL Teachers’ Perceived Self-efficacy 
Right now in my present EFL class, to what extent do I believe in my capabilities to… 
Efficacy for student engagement 
1.  get students to believe they can do well in schoolwork 
2.  help my students value learning 
3.  motivate students who show low interest in schoolwork 
4.  assist families in helping their children do well in school 
5.  improve the understanding of a student who is failing 
6.  help my student think critically 
7.  foster student creativity 
8.  get through to the most difficult students 
Efficacy for classroom management 
9.  control disruptive behavior in the classroom 
10. get children to follow classroom rules 
11. calm a student who is disruptive or noisy 
12. establish a classroom management system with each group of students 
13. keep a few problem students from ruining an entire lesson 
14. respond to defiant students 
15. make your expectation clear about student behavior 
16. establish routines to keep activities running smoothly 
Efficacy for instructional strategies 
17. use a variety of assessment strategies 
18. provide an alternative explanation or example when students are confused 
19. craft good questions for my students 
20. implement alternative teaching approaches in my classroom 
21. respond to difficult questions from my students 
22. adjust my lessons to the proper level for individual students 
23. gauge student comprehension of what I have taught 
24. provide appropriate challenges for very capable students 
Language Proficiency 
Overall evaluation on your language four skills   
Listening 
Speaking 
Reading 
Writing 
  91APPENDIX B---The Item Pool of the Measure of EFL Teachers’ Motivational 
Teaching Behaviors 
 
EFL Teachers’ Motivational Teaching Behaviors 
¾  Creating the basic motivational conditions 
1.  Show students that you value L2 learning as a meaningful experience that 
produces satisfaction and enriches your life.   
2.  Plan activities such as whole-group tasks or small-group tasks that 
accommodate the range of individual differences among your students. 
3.  Encourage risk-taking and have mistakes accepted as a natural part of 
learning. 
4.  Maintain a classroom environment in which students work cooperatively. 
5.  Have sufficiently high expectations for what your students can achieve. 
6.  Show students you care about, pay attention and listen to each of them.   
¾  Generating initial motivation 
7.  Reiterate the role the L2 plays in the world, highlighting its potential 
usefulness both for themselves and their community. 
8.  Incorporate L2 cultural components into your language classroom through 
the design of teaching materials or small-group L2 cultural projects. 
9.  Raise the learners’ general awareness about the different ways languages are 
learnt and the number of factors that can contribute to success.   
10. Utilize teaching methods, teaching aids and learning materials that 
accommodate individual differences among your students. 
11. Make task content attractively by adapting it to the students’ natural interests.   
12. Help learners set up specific, attainable learning goals for themselves.   
13. Help students establish the positive attitude toward learning.   
¾  Maintaining and protecting motivation 
14. Clarify student misunderstandings or difficulties in learning. 
15. Draw attention from time to time to the class goals and how particular 
activities help to attain them. 
16. Monitor student accomplishments and progress. 
17. Redirect students who are persistently off task. 
18. Actively involve students in critical analysis and problem solving. 
19. Involve students in developing higher order thinking skills. 
20. Teach students learning strategies to facilitate the intake of new material. 
¾  Encourage positive self-evaluation 
21. Plan multiple assessments that accommodate individual differences among 
your students. 
  9222. Help learners self-evaluate their learning outcome. 
23. Help students attribute their success and failure to a proper cause.   
24. Help students make a more proper learning goal after examination. 
25. Provide regular feedback about the progress your students are making and 
about the areas which they should particularly concentrate on.   
 
  93APPENDIX C---Demographic Information and Measure of Antecedents of 
Teachers’ Self-Efficacy (Pilot Study) 
 
最後請回答以下的幾個問題。請於適當的空格打勾(3)或圈選( { )。 
1.  您的性別：  男性             女性            
2.  您的職稱：  講師             助理教授            副教授            
教授            
3.  您的最高學歷：  大學         碩士         博士        
4.  您的英語教學年資(月)：                
5.  任教學校：   公立一般大學             公立科技大學              
公立技術學院/專科           私立一般大學            
私立科技大學              私立技術學院/專科           
6.  任教學校類型：  研究型大學            教學型大學        
7.  任教學校所在地：  市區               郊區               偏遠地區        
8.  學校氛圍：  保守            開放        
9.  領導者作風：控制            自由        
10. 系上向心力 (1=非常高  4 = 非常低)：   1       2       3       4  
11. 系上賦予老師專業自主權發揮空間 (1=非常高  4 = 非常低)：   1       2       
3       4  
12. 系上賦予老師參與討論校務或系務空間 (1=非常高  4 = 非常低)：   1       
2       3       4  
13. 各項教學資源/支持 (1=完全沒有  6 = 非常充足 ) 
(1)  軟體 ( 教材、教具)：  1      2      3      4      5      6  
(2)  硬體 ( 學校教學設備、視聽室)：  1      2      3      4      5      6  
(3)  學校行政資源/支持：  1      2      3      4      5      6  
(4)  同事資源/支持：  1      2      3      4      5      6  
(5)  家長資源/支持：1      2      3      4      5      6  
  94(6)  社區資源/支持：1      2      3      4      5      6  
14. 各項壓力自評 (1=壓力非常小  6 = 壓力非常大) 
(1)  同事之間的壓力：  1      2      3      4      5      6  
(2)  研究升等壓力：    1      2      3      4      5      6  
(3)  教學評鑑壓力：    1      2      3      4      5      6  
(4)  行政服務壓力：    1      2      3      4      5      6  
15. 過去教學滿意度自評 (1=非常不滿意  6 = 非常滿意)：   1      2      3      
4      5      6  
16. 任課班級 ( 可複選)：  英語系/外語系/應用外語系學生            
非英語系學生        
17. 學生普遍英語程度(1=非常高  4 = 非常低)：   1       2       3       4  
18. 學生英語學習動機(1=非常高  4 = 非常低)：   1       2       3       4  
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以下為關於英語老師教學認知的問卷調查。請依您實際的狀況，針對以下的問卷
題目作出自我評估。 
請回答所有的問題，並於適當的空格打勾(3)。 
零：完全沒辦法做，極待努力  甚少：能做一點但非常少，待努力  一些：有一
些能力做，做的還可以 
多：能做的不錯              相當多：能做的非常好 
題
號 
  零 甚
少 
一
些 
多  相
當
多
1.  能讓學生相信他們在英文課業上會有很好的表現。      
2.  能控制學生在課堂上不守規矩的行為。       
3.  能在課堂上運用不同種類的教學方法。       
4.  能適時提供適切的解釋或舉例來解答學生的疑惑。      
5.  能夠妥適處理問題學生。       
6.  能激發對學習不大感興趣的學生學習。       
7.  能建立適用於不同類型學生的班級管理系統。       
8.  能提出好問題來幫助學生思考和學習。       
9.  能增進學習成效不佳的學生對課程的理解。       
10.  能讓學生清楚的了解您對他們行為和態度的要求和
期待。 
     
11.  能安撫不守規矩、吵鬧的學生。       
12.  能提供學習能力佳的學生適切的挑戰。       
13.  能建立一套常規讓所有教學活動順利運作。       
14.  能評量學生對已教過內容的理解程度。       
15.  能幫助學生作批判思考。       
16.  能對違抗紀律的學生給予一些回應。       
17.  能針對個別學生的程度調整教學的內容和進度。       
18.  能回答學生提出的難題。       
19.  能讓學生重視他們的英語學習。       
20.  能培養學生的創造力。       
21.  能阻止一些問題學生破壞整堂課的教學。       
22.  能運用不同的評量方式去評量學生的學習。       
23.  能協助家長了解如何幫助他們的小孩在學校的學
習。 
     
24.  能讓學生遵守課堂上的規定。       
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以下為英語老師對自我英語能力(聽、說、讀、寫)四方面的評估。 
請回答所有的問題，並於適當的空格打勾(3)。 
 
題號    1  待加強 2  尚可 3  不錯 4  非常滿意 
1.    聽      
2.    說      
3.    讀      
4.    寫      
 
  97APPENDIX F---Measure of Teachers’ Motivational Teaching Behaviors (Pilot 
Study) 
 
以下為關於英語老師的教學行為，請依您在英語課堂上使用的實際情況，回答以
下的問題。 
請於適當的空格打勾(3)  例如：未曾使用    :   :   :     常常使用 
每題請打一個勾(3)，並請回答所有的題目。 
 
題
號 
 
 
1.  設計符合學生個別差異的團體活動或小組活動。      :    :    :    
2.  藉由教材、教學活動的設計，將英語系國家的文化融入英語課堂。      :    :    :    
3.  不斷提醒學生課程目的，並讓他們了解各種教學活動如何能幫助他們達到學
習目標。 
    :    :    :    
4.  幫助學生自我評估學習的狀況和成就表現。      :    :    :    
5.  在課堂上一再告訴學生，英語對他們自己和國家社會的重要性和實用價值。      :    :    :    
6.  營造一個樂於合作的班級環境。      :    :    :    
7.  培養學生高層次思考的能力和技巧。      :    :    :    
8.  幫助學生訂定明確、可達成的學習目標。      :    :    :    
9.  澄清學生在學習過程中可能產生的誤解與困難。      :    :    :    
10.  採用多元評量的方式以因應學生的個別差異。      :    :    :    
11.  在課堂上鼓勵學生多嘗試、多挑戰，並且能接受犯錯是學習過程中很自然的
一部分。 
    :    :    :    
12.  讓學生意識到語言的各種學習方式以及成功的要素。      :    :    :    
13.  針對學生的進歩及有待加強的部分，定期提供回饋與建議。       :    :    :    
14.  積極鼓勵學生批判思考及解決問題。      :    :    :    
15.  在課堂上運用符合學生個別差異的教學方法、教具及教材。      :    :    :    
16.  教導學生不同的學習策略以幫助他們更有效的吸收新知識。      :    :    :    
17.  依照學生的興趣設計活動內容。      :    :    :    
18.  對於學生所能達成的目標，設定合理的期待。      :    :    :    
19.  幫助學生針對他們學習的成敗找出原因。      :    :    :    
20.  引導分心的學生回到學習軌道。      :    :    :    
21.  透過教學活動，讓學生瞭解您認為學英語是非常有意義的，能讓生活更充實、
更滿足。 
    :    :    :    
22.  掌握學生的學習狀況和成就表現。      :    :    :    
23.  表現出對學生的關心和注意，並且讓他們知道您樂意傾聽他們的聲音。      :    :    :    
未曾使用 極少使用 偶爾使用 常常使用
  9824.  幫助學生建立正向的英語學習態度。      :    :    :    
25.  在考試結束後幫助學生訂定更合適的學習目標。      :    :    :    
 
 
 
 
 
 
再次感謝您的幫忙。如果您有任何疑問，或有興趣知道
研究結果，請聯絡本研究的執行者台師大英語所研究生 
張芳瑜 (Amanda)。 
E-mail：animochang@gmail.com 
於此再次誠摯地感謝您的參與及協助！ 
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Antecedents of Teachers’ Self-Efficacy (Formal Study) 
大專校院英語教師教學認知與教學行為問卷調查 
各位英語老師您好： 
  感謝您在百忙之中抽空填寫這份問卷。本問卷的目的在了解大專校院英語老師的教學認知與
教學行為。若您同時有教授英語系英文課和非英語系英文課，請您依非英語系英文課課堂實際情
形來填答此份問卷。問卷內容僅供學術研究之用，您的個人資料將完全保密，請您放心填寫。本
問卷共分三部分，請您先仔細閱讀各部分說明再填寫，並於作答完成後檢查是否有遺漏之處。再
次感謝您的協助與參與。如您對此問卷有任何問題或有興趣知道研究結果，歡迎您來信指教。 
  懇請您在九十七年十二月十五日前將問卷以回郵方式寄回，謝謝您。 
    敬祝    教學愉快！ 
國立台灣師範大學英語研究所英語教學組
研究生  張芳瑜  敬上
電子信箱：animochang@gmail.com
97.11.8
第一部分：基本資料。 
請您依實際情況回答下列所有問題，並於適當的空格打勾(3)或圈選( { )。 
1.  您的性別：  男性             女性            
2.  您的職稱：  講師             助理教授            副教授            
教授            
3.  您的最高學歷：  大學         碩士         博士        
4.  您的英語教學年資(請填寫)：約                  年  
5.  任教學校：   公立一般大學           公立科技大學                  
公立技術學院/專科          私立一般大學                          
私立科技大學           私立技術學院/專科        
6.  任教學校類型：  研究型大學            教學型大學        
7.  任教學校地區：  北部          中部            南部                
東部         外島        
  1008.  任教學校所在地：  市區               郊區              偏遠地區        
9.  學校氛圍：  保守            開放        
10. 系主任作風：控制            自由        
11. 系上向心力 (1=非常低  4 = 非常高)：   1       2       3       4  
12. 系上賦予老師教學自主權發揮空間 (1=非常低  4 = 非常高)：                     
1        2       3       4  
13. 系上賦予老師參與討論校務或系務空間 (1=非常低  4 = 非常高)：                      
1        2       3       4  
14. 各項教學資源/支持 (1=完全沒有  6 = 非常充足 ) 
(1)  軟體 ( 教材、教具)：  1      2      3      4      5      6  
(2)  硬體 ( 學校教學設備、視聽室)：  1      2      3      4      5      6  
(3)  學校行政資源/支持：  1      2      3      4      5      6  
(4)  同事資源/支持：  1      2      3      4      5      6  
(5)  家長資源/支持：1      2      3      4      5      6  
(6)  社區資源/支持：1      2      3      4      5      6  
15. 各項壓力自評 (1=壓力非常小  6 = 壓力非常大) 
(1)  同事之間的壓力：  1      2      3      4      5      6  
(2)  研究升等壓力：    1      2      3      4      5      6  
(3)  教學評鑑壓力：    1      2      3      4      5      6  
(4)  行政服務壓力：    1      2      3      4      5      6  
16. 過去教學滿意度自評 (1=非常不滿意  6 = 非常滿意)：   1      2      3      
4      5      6  
17. 學生英語學習動機(1=非常低  4 = 非常高)：   1       2       3       4  
 
(請翻頁 p.3 繼續填答，謝謝！) 
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(Formal Study) 
第二部分：英語教師教學認知問卷調查。 
A.  教師教學認知自我評估。請您依實際情況，回答下列所有問題，並於適當的
空格打勾(3)。 
題
號 
  非
常
沒
把
握
沒
把
握
有
點
沒
把
握 
有
點
把
握 
有
把
握
非
常
有
把
握
1.  能讓學生相信他們在英文課業上會有很好的表
現。 
      
2.  能控制學生在課堂上不守規矩的行為。        
3.  能在課堂上運用不同種類的教學方法。        
4.  能適時提供適切的解釋或舉例來解答學生的疑
惑。 
      
5.  能夠妥適處理在學習上有問題的學生。        
6.  能激發對學習不感興趣的學生學習。        
7.  能建立適用於不同類型學生的班級管理系統。        
8.  能提出問題來幫助學生思考和學習。        
9.  能增進學習成效不佳的學生對課程的理解。        
10.  能讓學生清楚地了解老師對他們行為和態度的
要求和期待。 
      
11.  能安撫不守規矩、吵鬧的學生。        
12.  能提供學習能力佳的學生適切的挑戰。        
13.  能建立一套常規讓所有教學活動順利運作。        
14.  能評量學生對已教過內容的理解程度。        
15.  能幫助學生進行批判性思考。        
16.  能對違抗紀律的學生給予一些回應。        
17.  能針對個別學生的程度調整教學的內容和進度。       
18.  能回答學生提出的課業問題。        
19.  能讓學生重視他們的英語學習。        
20.  能培養學生的創造力。        
21.  能阻止一些問題學生破壞整堂課的教學。        
22.  能運用不同的評量方式去評量學生的學習。        
23.  能協助家長了解如何幫助他們的小孩在學校的
學習。 
      
24.  能讓學生遵守課堂上的規定。        
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B.  教師自我英語能力 ( 聽、說、讀、寫)  評估。 
   請回答下列所有問題，並於適當的空格打勾(3)。 
 
題號    1  待加強 2  尚可 3  不錯 4  非常滿意 
1.    聽      
2.    說      
3.    讀      
4.    寫      
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第三部分：英語教師教學行為問卷調查。 
請依您在英語課堂上使用的實際情況，回答下列所有問題，並於適當的空格打勾
(3)。 
題
號 
 
 
1.  設計符合學生個別差異的團體活動或小組活動。      :    :    :    
2.  藉由教材、教學活動的設計，將英語系國家的文化融入英語課堂。      :    :    :    
3.  不斷提醒學生課程目的，並讓他們了解各種教學活動如何能幫助他們達到學
習目標。 
    :    :    :    
4.  幫助學生自我評估學習的狀況和成就表現。      :    :    :    
5.  在課堂上一再告訴學生，英語對他們自己的重要性和實用價值。      :    :    :    
6.  營造一個樂於合作的班級環境。      :    :    :    
7.  培養學生高層次思考的能力和技巧。      :    :    :    
8.  幫助學生訂定明確、可達成的學習目標。      :    :    :    
9.  釐清學生在學習過程中可能產生的誤解與困難。      :    :    :    
10.  採用多元評量的方式以因應學生的個別差異。      :    :    :    
11.  在課堂上鼓勵學生多嘗試、多挑戰，並且能接受犯錯是學習英語必經的過程。       :    :    :    
12.  讓學生意識到語言的各種學習方式以及成功的要素。      :    :    :    
13.  針對學生的進歩及有待加強的部分，定期提供回饋與建議。       :    :    :    
14.  積極鼓勵學生批判思考及解決問題。      :    :    :    
15.  在課堂上運用符合學生個別差異的教學方法、教具及教材。      :    :    :    
16.  教導學生不同的學習策略以幫助他們更有效的吸收新知識。      :    :    :    
17.  依照學生的興趣設計活動內容。      :    :    :    
18.  對於學生所能達成的目標，設定合理的期待。      :    :    :    
19.  幫助學生針對他們學習的成敗找出原因。      :    :    :    
20.  引導分心的學生回到學習軌道。      :    :    :    
21.  透過教學活動，讓學生瞭解您認為學英語是非常有意義的，能讓生活更充實、
更滿足。 
    :    :    :    
22.  掌握學生的學習狀況和成就表現。      :    :    :    
23.  表現出對學生的關心和注意，並且讓他們知道老師樂意傾聽他們的聲音。      :    :    :    
24.  幫助學生建立正向的英語學習態度。      :    :    :    
25.  在評量結束後幫助學生訂定更合適的學習目標。      :    :    :    
未曾使用 極少使用 有時
使用
常常使用
  104~~~~~~~~~問卷填答到此結束，非常感謝您的參與和協助！~~~~~~~~~ 
懇請您在九十七年十二月十五日前將問卷以回郵方式寄回，謝謝您！ 
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Dear English teachers, 
  This questionnaire aims to understand English teachers’ teaching cognition and teaching behaviors. If 
you teach English to both English majors and non-English majors, please fill out the questionnaire based 
on the situation revealed in a class of non-English majors. The questionnaire is only for academic 
purposes. Your response data is absolutely confidential, so please feel comfortable to fill it out. The 
questionnaire consists of three parts. Please read the instruction carefully before you fill out each section 
and make sure that each question is answered after you fill out the questionnaire. Thank you for your help 
and participation. If you have any questions toward the questionnaire or you are interested in the results of 
the study, you are welcome to send me an email.   
  Please send the questionnaire back before December 25th. Thank you very much.   
     
Best regards,   
 
National Taiwan Normal University 
Graduate Institute of English   
Fang-Yu Chang 
Email: animochang@gmail.com 
November, 8
th, 2008 
1.  Gender： m a l e              f e m a l e             
2.  Job Position： l e c t u r e r              a s s i s t a n t   p r o f e s s o r               
a s s o c i a t e   p r o f e s s o r              p r o f e s s o r             
3.  Highest Educational Attainment： bachelor  degree         m a s t e r   d e g r e e          
P h D   d e g r e e         
4.  Year(s) of Teaching Experience：a b o u t                  year(s)  
5.  School You Are Teaching：  public  university           
public  technological  university          public  technological  college            
private  university           private  technological  university           
private technological col l e g e          
6.  Types of Institutes：  research-oriented            teaching-oriented        
7.  School Location：  N o r t h e r n   T a i w a n           C e n t r a l   T a i w a n            
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8.  School Area： urban  area         r u r a l   a r e a            r e m o t e   a r e a         
9.  School Climate：  conservative            o p e n         
10. Principal Leadership： controlled            f r e e         
11. Sense of Community in a Department (1= very low    4=very high)：  
   1       2       3       4  
12. Flexibility provided to Teachers to Develop Their Own Teaching (1=very low   
4=very high)：   1        2       3       4  
13. Opportunities given to Teachers to Participate Department Affairs (1=very low   
4=very high)：   1        2       3       4  
14. Teaching Resources/Supports (1=without any resources    6=with rich resources ) 
(1)  Software (teaching material, teaching aids)：1   2   3   4   5   6 
(2)  Hardware (teaching equipment, computer laboratory)：1  2  3  4  5  6 
(3)  Resources/supports from administration：1     2     3     4     5     6  
(4)  Resources/supports from colleagues：1      2      3      4      5      6  
(5)  Resources/supports from parents：1      2      3      4      5      6  
(6)  Resources/supports from local community：1     2     3     4     5     6  
15. Pressure Self-evaluation (1=very  little  6=very  high) 
(1)  Pressure between colleagues：  1      2      3      4      5      6  
(2)  Pressure in academic research and promotion：1   2   3   4   5   6 
(3)  Pressure in teaching evaluation：    1      2      3      4      5      6  
(4)  Pressure in administration work：   1      2      3      4      5      6  
16. Teachers’ Satisfaction with Their Past Teaching Experience    (1=very dissatisfied   
6=very satisfied)：   1      2      3      4      5      6  
17. Students’ English Learning Motivation (1=very low    4=very high)：  
   1       2       3       4
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1.    Get students to believe they can do well in 
schoolwork. 
        
2.    Control disruptive behavior in the 
classroom. 
        
3.    Implement alternative teaching approaches 
in my classroom. 
        
4.    Provide an alternative explanation or 
example when students are confused. 
        
5.    Get through to the most difficult students.             
6.    Motivate students who show low interest 
in schoolwork. 
        
7.    Establish a classroom management system 
with each group of students. 
        
8.    Craft good questions for my students.             
9.    Improve the understanding of a student 
who is failing. 
        
10.    Make your expectation clear about student 
behavior. 
        
11.    Calm a student who is disruptive or noisy.             
12.    Provide appropriate challenges for very 
capable students. 
        
13.    Establish routines to keep activities 
running smoothly. 
        
14.    Gauge student comprehension of what I 
have taught. 
        
15.    Help my student think critically.             
16.    Respond to defiant students.             
17.    Adjust my lessons to the proper level for             
  108individual students. 
18.    Respond to difficult questions from my 
students. 
        
19.    Help my students value learning.             
20.    Foster student creativity.             
21.    Keep a few problem students from ruining 
an entire lesson. 
        
22.    Use a variety of assessment strategies.             
23.    Assist families in helping their children do 
well in school. 
        
24.    Get children to follow classroom rules.             
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1.   Listening       
2.   Speaking       
3.   Reading       
4.   Writing        
 
  110APPENDIX N---English Version of the Measure of Teachers’ Motivational 
Teaching Behaviors (Formal Study) 
 
 
I
t
e
m
 
N
u
m
b
e
r
 
 
 
1.    Plan activities such as whole-group tasks or small-group tasks that 
accommodate the range of individual differences among your students. 
    :    :    :    
2.    Incorporate L2 cultural components into your language classroom through the 
design of teaching materials or small-group L2 cultural projects. 
    :    :    :    
3.    Draw attention from time to time to the class goals and how particular activities 
help to attain them. 
    :    :    :    
4.    Help learners self-evaluate their learning outcome.      :    :    :    
5.    Reiterate the role the L2 plays in the world, highlighting its potential usefulness 
both for themselves and their community. 
    :    :    :    
6.    Maintain a classroom environment in which students work cooperatively.      :    :    :    
7.    Involve students in developing higher order thinking skills.      :    :    :    
8.    Help learners set up specific, attainable learning goals for themselves.        :    :    :    
9.    Clarify student misunderstandings or difficulties in learning.      :    :    :    
10.    Plan multiple assessments that accommodate individual differences among your 
students. 
    :    :    :    
11.    Encourage risk-taking and have mistakes accepted as a natural part of learning.      :    :    :    
12.    Raise the learners’ general awareness about the different ways languages are 
learnt and the number of factors that can contribute to success.   
    :    :    :    
13.    Provide regular feedback about the progress your students are making and 
about the areas which they should particularly concentrate on.   
    :    :    :    
14.    Actively involve students in critical analysis and problem solving.      :    :    :    
15.    Utilize teaching methods, teaching aids and learning materials that 
accommodate individual differences among your students. 
    :    :    :    
16.    Teach students learning strategies to facilitate the intake of new material.      :    :    :    
17.    Make task content attractively by adapting it to the students’ natural interests.        :    :    :    
18.    Have sufficiently high expectations for what your students can achieve.      :    :    :    
19.    Help students attribute their success and failure to a proper cause.        :    :    :    
20.    Redirect students who are persistently off task.      :    :    :    
21.    Show students that you value L2 learning as a meaningful experience that      :    :    :    
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  111produces satisfaction and enriches your life.   
22.    Monitor student accomplishments and progress.      :    :    :    
23.    Show students you care about, pay attention and listen to each of them.      :    :    :    
24.    Help students establish the positive attitude toward learning.        :    :    :    
25.    Help students make a more proper learning goal after examination.      :    :    :    
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